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PM1-1 See table Z-2 for the response to Groundwater Comment 5 (GW-5). 

PM1-2 As discussed in section 4.8.3, Atlantic and DETI would implement various 
measures to minimize construction-related impacts on all residences within 
50 feet of the construction right-of-way, including installing and maintaining 
construction fencing at the edge of the construction work area and at least 15 
feet from the residence for a distance of 100 feet on either side of the 
residence; maintaining fencing throughout the open-trench phase of pipe 
installation; and notifying the landowner 1 week prior to construction on 
his/her property.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-1 

PM1-2 
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PM1-3 As discussed in section 4.8.2, the pipeline easement would give the company 

the right to construct, operate, and maintain the pipeline, and establish a 
permanent right-of-way.   

PM1-4 Section 4.11.2 includes our analysis of noise impacts.  Section 4.12 states that 
the natural gas on the ACP and SHP pipelines would contain odorant as a 
safety precaution. 

PM1-5 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM1-2 
(cont’d) 

PM1-3 

PM1-4 

PM1-5 
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PM1-6 Comment noted. 

PM1-6 
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PM1-7 Comment noted. 

PM1-8 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-7 

PM1-8 
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PM1-8 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-9 See the responses to comments CO66-56 and LO22-5. 

PM1-10 Comment noted. 
PM1-8 
(cont’d) 

PM1-9 

PM1-10 
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PM1-11 This is not accurate.  See the responses to comments CO66-56 and CO67-15. 

PM1-12 Comment noted. PM1-10 
(cont’d) 

PM1-11 

PM1-12 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM1 – Public Comment Session in Fayetteville, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3508 

 

PM1-13 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-12 
(cont’d) 

PM1-13 
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PM1-14 Section 2.6 discusses pipeline operation and maintenance activities, including 

monitoring. 

PM1-15 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection. 

PM1-16 Comment noted. 

PM1-17 Comment noted. 

PM1-14 

PM1-15 

PM1-16 

PM1-17 
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PM1-18 Comment noted. 

PM1-17 
(cont’d) 

PM1-18 
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PM1-18 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-19 Comment noted. 

PM1-20 Comment noted. PM1-18 
(cont’d) 

PM1-19 

PM1-20 
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PM1-21 Comment noted. 

PM1-20 
(cont’d) 

PM1-21 
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PM1-21 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-22 See the responses to comments LO18-1, CO6-1, and LO22-5. 

PM1-22 
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PM1-23 Comment noted. 

PM1-24 Comment noted. 
PM1-22 
(cont’d) 

PM1-23 

PM1-24 
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PM1-24 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-25 Comment noted. 

PM1-25 
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PM1-26 Comment noted. 

PM1-25 
(cont’d) 

PM1-26 
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PM1-27 Comment noted. 

PM1-28 Comment noted. 

PM1-29 See the response to comment CO46-1. PM1-26 
(cont’d) 

PM1-27 

PM1-28 

PM1-29 
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PM1-30 Comment noted.  Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of impacts on 
environmental justice communities.   

PM1-31 Comment noted. PM1-29 
(cont’d) 

PM1-30 

PM1-31 
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PM1-32 The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was 
consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  FERC considers 
and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the format they are 
presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).   

PM1-33 Comment noted. 

PM1-34 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality, including construction, 
operation, and fugitive emissions.  We conclude that the impacts from the new 
compressor facilities, when combined with the existing background levels, 
would comply with the NAAQS, which were established by the EPA to be 
protective of public welfare and human health, including children, the elderly, 
and sensitive populations, and would not result in a significant impact on air 
quality. 

PM1-32 

PM1-33 

PM1-34 
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PM1-35 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-36 The referenced environmental issues are discussed throughout the EIS.  See 
also the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. PM1-34 

(cont’d) 

PM1-35 

PM1-36 
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PM1-36 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-37 See the response to comment NAT1-4.  Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of 

impacts on environmental justice communities.   

PM1-37 
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PM1-38 See the responses to comments CO46-1 and LO70-19. 

PM1-39 Comment noted.  Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of impacts on 
environmental justice communities.  To summarize, the construction and 
operation of the proposed facilities would affect a mix of racial/ethnic and 
socioeconomic areas in the ACP and SHP project area as a whole.  Not all 
impacts identified in this EIS are considered to affect minority or low-income 
populations.  The primary adverse impacts on the environmental justice 
communities associated with the construction of ACP and SHP would be the 
temporary increases in dust, noise, and traffic from project construction.  
These impacts would occur along the entire pipeline route and in areas with a 
variety of socioeconomic backgrounds.  

PM1-40 See the responses to comments CO67-15 and CO68-12. 

PM1-38 

PM1-39 

PM1-40 
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PM1-41 Comment noted.  The route in this area is largely determined by a required 

interconnect with another pipeline facility. 

PM1-40 
(cont’d) 

PM1-41 
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PM1-42 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-43 See the response to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8.  Section 4.9.7 discusses 
potential impacts on home insurance. PM1-41 

(cont’d) 

PM1-42 

PM1-43 
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PM1-44 Comment noted.  The landowner easement process is discussed in section 
4.8.2. 

PM1-43 
(cont’d) 

PM1-44 
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PM1-45 See table Z-2 for the response to Groundwater Comment 5 (GW-5). 

PM1-46 See the response to comment LO22-5. 
PM1-44 
(cont’d) 

PM1-45 

PM1-46 
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PM1-47 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM1-48 Comment noted.   

PM1-49 See the response to comment LO22-5.  Potential impacts on property values 
are discussed in section 4.9.7 of the EIS.   

PM1-50 The route in southern Cumberland County is adjacent to existing utility rights-
of-way.  In this area, our analysis did not identify other pipeline routes to the 
south or east of the proposed route that would provide an environmental 
advantage to the proposed route.  

PM1-51 As discussed in section 4.8.2, landowners would be compensated for the use 
of their land through the easement negotiation process.  The easement 
agreement between Atlantic and the landowner or agency would specify 
compensation.  This may include damage to property during construction, loss 
of use during construction, loss of renewable and nonrenewable or other 
resources, and allowable uses of the permanent right-of-way after 
construction.  The FERC does not engage in monetary negotiations between 
the company and the landowner or land-managing agency. 

PM1-47 

PM1-48 

PM1-49 

PM1-50 

PM1-51 
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PM1-52 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-53 Potential impacts on property values are discussed in section 4.9.7 of the EIS.  
This section provides an overview of existing studies on this issue and 
discusses potential project-related impacts.  Based on FERC staff’s research, 
our analysis found no conclusive evidence indicating that natural gas pipeline 
easements or compressor stations have a significant negative impact on 
property values, although this is not to say that any one property may or may 
not experience an impact on property value for either the short or long term. 

PM1-51 
(cont’d) 

PM1-52 

PM1-53 
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PM1-54 See the response to comment PM1-34.  

PM1-55 See table Z-2 for the response to Groundwater Comment 3 (GW-3). 

PM1-56 See the response to comment CO48-10. 
PM1-53 
(cont’d) 

PM1-54 

PM1-55 

PM1-56 
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PM1-57 The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was 

consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  FERC considers 
and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the format they are 
presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).  See also the responses to 
comments CO46-1 and LO22-5. 

PM1-56 
(cont’d) 

PM1-57 
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PM1-58 We are aware of the deviation to the route near AP-2 MP 159.1.  Our 
environmental contractor also informed FERC staff about your concerns, the 
history of your relationship with your neighbor, and your suggestions for 
routing in this area.  Due to the proximity of homes on the north side of the 
powerline right-of-way, it is not practical to route to the north.  Due to the 
location of the powerline structure and your neighbor’s home, it is not 
practical to maintain collocation along the powerline right-of-way.  While the 
route could be placed closer to your neighbor’s home, we find the current 
route acceptable. 

PM1-58 
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PM1-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM1 – Public Comment Session in Fayetteville, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3537 

  
  

PM1-58 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-58 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-59 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM1-60 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM1-58 
(cont’d) 

PM1-59 

PM1-60 
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PM1-61 Comment noted. 

PM1-62 Comment noted. 
PM1-61 

PM1-62 
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PM1-62 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-63 See the response to comment NAT1-4. 

PM1-63 
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PM1-63 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-63 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-63 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-64 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment 
LO22-5. PM1-63 

(cont’d) 

PM1-64 
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PM1-65 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis of air quality, including methane leaks.  

Sections 4.11.2 and 4.11.4 address noise impacts and radon exposure, 
respectively. 

PM1-66 Comment noted. 

PM1-67 Comment noted. 

PM1-68 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM1-64 
(cont’d) 

PM1-65 

PM1-66 

PM1-67 

PM1-68 
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PM1-69 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM1-70 See the response to comment CO66-2. PM1-68 
(cont’d) 

PM1-69 

PM1-70 
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PM1-71 See the response to comment PM1-39. 

PM1-70 
(cont’d) 

PM1-71 
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PM1-72 Under a Memorandum of Understanding on Natural Gas Transportation 
Facilities dated January 15, 1993, between the DOT and FERC, the DOT has 
the exclusive authority to promulgate federal safety standards used in the 
transportation of natural gas.  Section 157.14(a)(9)(vi) of FERC’s regulations 
require that an applicant certify that it would design, install, inspect, test, 
construct, operate, replace, and maintain the facility for which a Certificate is 
requested in accordance with federal safety standards and plans for 
maintenance and inspection, or certify that it has been granted a waiver of the 
requirements of the safety standards by the DOT in accordance with section 
3(e) of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act.  FERC accepts this certification 
and does not impose additional safety standards other than DOT standards.   

Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM1-73 Comment noted. 

PM1-72 

PM1-73 
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PM1-74 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM1-75 Comment noted. 

PM1-76 See the response to comment CO48-10. PM1-73 
(cont’d) 

PM1-74 

PM1-75 

PM1-76 
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PM1-76 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-77 Comment noted. 

PM1-78 Comment noted. 

PM1-79 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM1-77 

PM1-78 

PM1-79 
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PM1-80 Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of impacts on environmental justice 

communities.  To summarize, the construction and operation of the proposed 
facilities would affect a mix of racial/ethnic and socioeconomic areas in the 
ACP and SHP project area as a whole.  Not all impacts identified in this EIS 
are considered to affect minority or low-income populations.  The primary 
adverse impacts on the environmental justice communities associated with the 
construction of ACP and SHP would be the temporary increases in dust, noise, 
and traffic from project construction.  These impacts would occur along the 
entire pipeline route and in areas with a variety of socioeconomic 
backgrounds. 

Atlantic and DETI would implement a series of measures that would 
minimize potential impacts on the nearby communities, including 
environmental justice communities near project facilities.  For instance, 
Atlantic and DETI propose to employ proven construction-related practices 
to control fugitive dust, such as application of water or other commercially 
available dust control agents on unpaved areas subject to frequent vehicle 
traffic.  Some individuals with extreme sensitivity to changes in air quality 
could be impacted by temporary fugitive dust during construction or air 
emissions from the compressor stations.  However, not all individuals within 
the identified and surrounding environmental justice populations would be 
impacted. 

Similarly, noise control measures would be implemented by Atlantic and 
DETI during construction and operation of the projects.  Impacts from 
construction dust would be minor as they would be temporary, localized, and 
not substantially alter the resource.  Impacts from compressor station 
emissions would be moderate because, while they would be permanent 
facilities, air emissions would not exceed regulatory permittable levels.  As a 
result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental 
justice populations as result of impacts on air quality would be expected as a 
result of the ACP and SHP projects.  Also, no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts on environmental justice populations as a result of impacts 
on other resources would be expected. 

PM1-81 Comment noted.  The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of ACP and SHP.   

PM1-80 

PM1-81 
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PM1-82 We believe the proposed route is environmentally acceptable and meets the 
purpose and need of the project. 

PM1-81 
(cont’d) 

PM1-82 
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PM1-83 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM1-82 
(cont’d) 

PM1-83 
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PM1-84 In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying stakeholders of scoping or 
draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the meeting referred to as a 
“hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and 
sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.   
considers and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the format 
they are presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).   

FERC’s mission statement, as stated on its website, is the following: “Assist 
consumers in obtaining reliable, efficient and sustainable energy services at a 
reasonable cost through appropriate regulatory and market means.” 

When a federal action is triggered – in this case, a permit application is 
submitted to the FERC – the agency must fulfill the requirements of NEPA.  
The CEQ and FERC have developed regulations that guide how NEPA is 
fulfilled.  One such requirement is disclosing the impacts associated with a 
proposed action.  Another aspect of CEQ’s NEPA-implementing regulations 
is mitigation, which in summary is defined as avoiding or minimizing an 
impact, or, in certain circumstances, compensating for the impact.  FERC is 
not charged with protecting lands or resources but instead, through NEPA, to 
disclose the impacts associated with proposed action and, as necessary, 
recommending alternatives or measures to avoid or minimize impacts.   

PM1-83 
(cont’d) 

PM1-84 
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PM1-85 Comment noted. 

PM1-86 See the response to comment LO22-5. 
PM1-84 
(cont’d) 

PM1-85 

PM1-86 
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PM1-87 In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying stakeholders of scoping or 
draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the meeting referred to as a 
“hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and 
sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  
FERC considers and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the 
format they are presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).  See also the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM1-86 
(cont’d) 

PM1-87 
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PM1-88 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM1-89 Comment noted. 
PM1-87 
(cont’d) 

PM1-88 

PM1-89 
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PM1-90 Comment noted. 

PM1-89 
(cont’d) 

PM1-90 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM1 – Public Comment Session in Fayetteville, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3566 

 

PM1-91 Comment noted. 

PM1-91 
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PM1-92 See the responses to comments CO67-15 and LO18-1. 

PM1-91 
(cont’d) 

PM1-92 
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PM1-93 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM1-92 
(cont’d) 

PM1-93 
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PM1-94 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM1-95 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM1-94 

PM1-95 
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PM1-96 Comment noted. 

PM1-96 
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PM1-97 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.  Also see the response to 

comment CO48-10. 

PM1-96 
(cont’d) 

PM1-97 
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PM1-98 See the response to comment LO7-1. 

PM1-99 Comment noted 

PM1-100 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM1-98 

PM1-99 

PM1-100 
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PM1-101 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 

including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM1-100 
(cont’d) 

PM1-101 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM1 – Public Comment Session in Fayetteville, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3577 

 

PM1-102 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM1-103 Comments noted. 

PM1-104 See the responses to comments LO22-5, CO68-12, CO46-1, and CO80-8. 

PM1-102 

PM1-103 

PM1-104 
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PM1-104 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-105 Atlantic's and DETI's proposed construction schedule is provided in section 

2.4. 

PM1-104 
(cont’d) 

PM1-105 
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PM1-106 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM1-106 
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PM1-107 Comment noted. 

PM1-107 
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PM1-108 Potential impacts on the local economy are discussed in detail in section 4.9.8 
of the EIS.  Impacts are based on direct project-related estimates developed 
by the project proponents regarding employment and spending.   Construction 
of ACP would have a beneficial, short-term impact on employment, local 
goods and service providers, and state governments in the form of sales tax 
revenues.  Additionally, payroll taxes would be collected from workers 
employed on ACP, resulting in additional beneficial, short-term effects.  In 
the short-term, the projects would create economic stimulus to the affected 
areas via payroll and materials expenditures and sales taxes.  Atlantic and 
DETI would purchase goods, materials, and services locally when possible.  
Workers on both projects would also most likely spend a portion of their pay 
in local communities on items such as housing, food, automobile expenses, 
entertainment, and miscellaneous other items.  During operations, local 
communities in the project area would benefit from the annual property taxes 
that would be paid by Atlantic and DETI over the life of the projects.    

PM1-109 Section 2.3.2 discusses the inspections that would occur before the pipe is 
lowered into the trench, before the trench is backfilled, and after burial 
(interior cleaning and hydrostatic testing).  Any leaks identified would be 
repaired, and the section of pipe would be retested until the required DOT 
specifications were met.   

Section 4.12.1 includes a discussion of air quality impacts. 

See also the response to comment CO48-2. 

PM1-107 
(cont’d) 

PM1-108 

PM1-109 
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PM1-110 See the response to comment PM1-80. 

PM1-111 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM1-109 
(cont’d) 

PM1-110 

PM1-111 
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PM1-112 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM1-111 
(cont’d) 

PM1-112 
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PM1-113 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM1-112 
(cont’d) 

PM1-113 
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PM1-114 We believe the proposed route is environmentally acceptable and meets the 

purpose and need of the project. 

PM1-115 See the responses to comments CO66-56 and LO22-5. 

PM1-116 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM1-114 

PM1-116 

PM1-115 
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PM1-116 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-1 Comment noted. 

PM2-2 See the response to comment CO95-13. 

PM2-3 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-5. 

PM2-1 

PM2-2 

PM2-3 
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PM2-4 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis of air quality.  

PM2-5 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM2-6 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM2-7 We do not anticipate the pipeline will leak into the river.  If a leak were to 
occur, it would be repaired promptly.  Because methane is a lighter-than-air 
gas, it rapidly dissipates into the atmosphere.  If a pipeline leak were to occur 
within a stream or riverbed, there may be a small amount of methane dissolved 
in the water, but the majority would remain gaseous and leave the water 
column.  This may reduce aqueous oxygen capacity slightly until repairs are 
completed.  However, methane does not “contaminate” soils, rivers, or 
groundwater like fluid hydrocarbons can. 

PM2-4 

PM2-5 

PM2-6 

PM2-7 
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PM2-8 See the response to comment SA15-3. 

PM2-9 Comment noted.  Potential impacts on property values are discussed in section 
4.9.7 of the EIS. 

PM2-10 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

PM2-11 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-8 

PM2-9 

PM2-10 

PM2-11 
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PM2-12 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM2-13 See the response to comment SA15-3. 

PM2-12 

PM2-13 
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PM2-14 Comment noted. 

PM2-15 See the responses to comments LO18-1 and LO22-5. 

PM2-16 Comment noted. 
PM2-14 

PM2-15 

PM2-16 
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PM2-16 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-17 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-17 
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PM2-18 See the responses to comments CO48-10, CO80-8, and PM1-97. 

PM2-17 
(cont’d) 

PM2-18 
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PM2-19 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-3. 

PM2-20 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-21 As discussed in section 4.12, a catastrophic accident is unlikely based on 
statistical data.  Atlantic and DETI would develop, maintain, and implement 
emergency response plans as required by applicable DOT regulations.  
Atlantic and DETI would also communicate regularly with the emergency 
response personnel regarding pipeline safety and emergency response plans.  

PM2-22 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality, including construction, 
operation, and fugitive emissions from ACP and SHP.  The EIS concludes 
that the projects would comply with the NAAQS, which were established to 
protect human health and public welfare. 

PM2-19 

PM2-20 

PM2-21 

PM2-22 
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PM2-23 See the response to comment PM1-51. 

PM2-24 Comment noted. 

PM2-25 See the responses to comments LO18-1 and LO22-5. 

PM2-26 Comment noted. 

PM2-27 Atlantic and DETI, not the FERC, chose the eventual proposed location of the 
ACP and SHP project facilities.  Our NEPA responsibility requires that we 
assess and disclose the impacts of such routing/siting, and recommend 
alternatives as warranted.  See also the responses to comments CO6-1 and 
CO46-1. 

PM2-22 
(cont’d) 
PM2-23 

PM2-24 

PM2-25 

PM2-26 

PM2-27 
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PM2-28 Comment noted. 

PM2-27 
(cont’d) 

PM2-28 
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PM2-29 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-30 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-29 

PM2-30 
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PM2-31 Comment noted.  The FERC does not engage in monetary negotiations 
between the company and the landowner or land-managing agency. 

PM2-32 Atlantic and DETI are required to provide FERC with a list of all affected 
landowners as defined in 18 CFR 157.6(d)(2); this list of affected landowners 
was part of our environmental mailing list who received the draft EIS.  
Anyone who wishes can request to be added to the FERC mailing list by 
submitting a comment on the docket or contacting FERC directly. 

PM2-33 See the responses to comments LO62-6 and CO48-2. 

PM2-30 
(cont’d) 

PM2-31 

PM2-32 

PM2-33 
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PM2-34 Comment noted. 

PM2-33 
(cont’d) 

PM2-34 
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PM2-35 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-36 The role of the FERC is described in section 1.2.1. 
PM2-34 
(cont’d) 

PM2-35 

PM2-36 
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PM2-37 Comment noted. 

PM2-38 Comment noted. 

PM2-39 See the response to comment PM2-2. 

PM2-37 

PM2-38 

PM2-39 
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Public Comment Sessions 
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PM2-40 As discussed in Socioeconomics Comment 10 (table Z-2; SOC-10), we 

expanded our analysis in EIS section 4.9.9 and concluded that due to 
construction dust and compressor station emissions, African American 
populations near the proposed compressor stations could experience 
disproportionate impacts due to their susceptibility to asthma.  Impacts from 
construction dust would be minor as they would be temporary, localized, and 
not substantially alter the resource.  Impacts from compressor station 
emissions would be moderate because, while they would be permanent 
facilities, air emissions would not exceed regulatory permittable levels.  As a 
result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental 
justice populations as result of impacts on air quality, including impacts 
associated with the proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a 
result of the ACP project.   

PM2-41 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM2-42 Comment noted. 

PM2-43 Comment noted.  It appears that your house is approximately 220 feet from 
the project centerline, and that your well on the south side of your house 
would be approximately 270 feet from the construction right-of-way, which 
is beyond the recommended distance for well sampling in non-karst areas.  
Construction should not affect this well. 

PM2-40 

PM2-41 

PM2-42 

PM2-43 
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PM2-44 See the response to comment PM1-80. 

PM2-43 
(cont’d) 

PM2-44 
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Public Comment Sessions 
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PM2-45 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM2-44 
(cont’d) 

PM2-45 
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PM2-46 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 discuss impacts 
on groundwater and surface waters, respectively.  Special status species are 
discussed in section 4.7.  Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.  See 
also the responses to comments CO46-1 and LO22-5. 

PM2-47 Comment noted. 

PM2-46 

PM2-45 
(cont’d) 

PM2-47 
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PM2-48 We note that ACP and SHP are proposed to carry natural gas, not oil.  Section 
4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, including 
methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-49 Comment noted. PM2-47 
(cont’d) 

PM2-48 

PM2-49 
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PM2-50 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM2-51 See the response to comment CO6-1. 
PM2-50 

PM2-51 
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PM2-52 Section 4.7.1 recommends that construction of the projects be conditioned 
upon the completion of all outstanding biological surveys, any necessary 
section 7 consultation with the FWS; and Atlantic and DETI’s receipt of 
written notification from the Director of OEP that construction and/or use of 
mitigation (including implementation of conservation measures) may begin. 

PM2-53 The Neuse River is currently planned to be crossed by the cofferdam method.  
We have requested a hydrofracture analysis to determine if a drill under the 
river is feasible.   

PM2-54 Section 4.6.4 describes the potential impacts and mitigation measures for 
aquatic resources, and section 4.7.1 describes the impacts and conservation 
measures associated with ESA-listed, proposed, and under review species.  

PM2-52 

PM2-53 

PM2-54 
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PM2-54 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-55 Comment noted. 

PM2-55 
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PM2-56 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM2-55 
(cont’d) 

PM2-56 
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PM2-57 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-58 In addition to the response to PM1-80, due to the number of comments we 
received regarding environmental justice and specifically impacts resulting 
from increased noise and air emissions at the proposed Compressor Station 2, 
we expanded our discussion of the potential for the risk of impacts to fall 
disproportionately on environmental justice communities.  Our expanded 
analysis can be found in detail in section 4.9.9.  Our analysis concluded that 
due to construction dust and compressor station emissions, African American 
populations near the proposed compressor stations could experience 
disproportionate impacts due to their susceptibility to asthma.  Impacts from 
construction dust would be minor as they would be temporary, localized, and 
not substantially alter the resource.  Impacts from compressor station 
emissions would be moderate because, while they would be permanent 
facilities, air emissions would not exceed regulatory permittable levels.  As a 
result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental 
justice populations as result of impacts on air quality, including impacts 
associated with the proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a 
result of the ACP project. 

Also, see the response to comment SA06-8 and PM1-80. 

PM2-57 

PM2-58 
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PM2-59 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM2-60 See the response to comment CO46-1.  

PM2-61 Comment noted. PM2-59 

PM2-60 

PM2-61 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3620 

 

  

PM2-61 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-61 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-62 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-62 
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PM2-63 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

PM2-64 Comment noted. 

PM2-65 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis of air quality, and section 4.12 addresses 
public safety.  As discussed in the EIS, methane is lighter than air and would 
rise in the event of a pipeline leak or rupture.  In the event of a pipeline 
incident, ACP and SHP would comply with the DOT’s safety standards for 
emergency response.   

PM2-66 See the response to comment LO62-6. 

PM2-67 Comment noted. Section 4.6.4 describes the potential impacts on aquatic 
resources, including freshwater mussels and trout, and the mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to reduce those impacts.   

PM2-63 

PM2-64 

PM2-65 

PM2-66 

PM2-67 
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PM2-68 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

PM2-67 
(cont’d) 

PM2-68 
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PM2-69 Comment noted. 

PM2-70 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to include discussion of potential safety 
impacts from heavy farm equipment and other large vehicles crossing the 
pipeline in open areas (i.e., not at road crossings).  See also the response to 
comment LO22-5. 

PM2-71 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM2-68 
(cont’d) 
PM2-69 

PM2-70 

PM2-71 
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PM2-72 See the response to comment LO166-3. 

PM2-73 Comment noted. See the response to comment CO6-1. 
PM2-71 
(cont’d) 

PM2-72 

PM2-73 
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PM2-74 Comment noted.  See sections 4.8.3 (residences), 4.3.2 (surface water 
resources), 4.3.3 (wetlands), 4.7 (special status species), and 4.10 (cultural 
resources) of the EIS for our discussion of potential impacts on the referenced 
resources. 

PM2-75 As described in section 2.3.2.5, every completed weld would be examined by 
a welding inspector to determine its quality using radiographic or other 
approved methods as outlined in 49 CFR 192.  Radiographic examination is 
a nondestructive method of inspecting the inner structure of welds and 
determining the presence of defects.  Welds that do not meet the regulatory 
standards and Atlantic’s and DETI’s established specifications would be 
repaired or removed. 

PM2-76 Comment noted. 

PM2-77 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-73 
(cont’d) 

PM2-74 

PM2-75 

PM2-76 

PM2-77 
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PM2-78 Comment noted.  Section 4.9.4 discusses availability and adequacy of current 

emergency management services. 

PM2-79 See the responses to comments CO66-36 and PM1-51. PM2-77 
(cont’d) 

PM2-78 

PM2-79 
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PM2-80 As discussed in section 2.7, if at some point in the future any of the project 
facilities approved in this proceeding were proposed to be abandoned, 
Atlantic and/or DETI would have to seek specific authorization from the 
FERC for that action, and the public would have the opportunity to comment 
on the applicant’s abandonment proposal. 

PM2-81 No fugitive emission leakages would occur under waterbodies.  Your 
assumption that 7% of the transported gas would leak is false.  

PM2-80 

PM2-81 
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PM2-81 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-82 The purpose and need for the Project is described in section 1.1 of the EIS.  
This section summarizes Atlantic and DETI’s stated objectives, which include 
serving the energy needs of public utilities and local distribution companies 
in Virginia and North Carolina; providing natural gas for direct residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses; increasing the reliability and security of 
natural gas supplies in Virginia and North Carolina; and providing access to 
a low cost supply hub. 

In general, natural gas prices are mainly a function of market supply and 
demand.  It is beyond the scope of this EIS to assess the potential change in 
the future price of natural gas due to changing demand, and the exact future 
price of natural gas to the consumer is unknown.  How any savings are 
allocated or passed on to consumers is more appropriately addressed through 
the state public utilities commission or applicable agency with jurisdiction 
over the local distribution agency. 

Potential impacts on the local economy are discussed in detail in section 4.9.8 
of the EIS.  Impacts are based on direct project-related estimates developed 
by the project proponents regarding employment and spending.  Construction 
of ACP would have a beneficial, short-term impact on employment, local 
goods and service providers, and state governments in the form of sales tax 
revenues.  Additionally, payroll taxes would be collected from workers 
employed on ACP, resulting in additional beneficial, short-term effects.  In 
the short-term, the projects would create economic stimulus to the affected 
areas via payroll and materials expenditures and sales taxes.  Atlantic and 
DETI would purchase goods, materials, and services locally when possible.  
Workers on both projects would also most likely spend a portion of their pay 
in local communities on items such as housing, food, automobile expenses, 
entertainment, and miscellaneous other items.  During operations, local 
communities in the project area would benefit from the annual property taxes 
that would be paid by Atlantic and DETI over the life of the projects.   

PM2-82 
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PM2-83 As discussed in section 2.7, if at some point in the future any of the project 

facilities approved in this proceeding were proposed to be abandoned, 
Atlantic and/or DETI would have to seek specific authorization from the 
FERC for that action, and the public would have the opportunity to comment 
on the applicant’s abandonment proposal. 

PM2-82 
(cont’d) 

PM2-83 
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PM2-84 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums.  

PM2-85 See the response to comment CO68-12.   

PM2-86 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-83 
(cont’d) 

PM2-84 

PM2-85 

PM2-86 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3637 

  
PM2-87 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 

properly addressed in legal forums.  

PM2-88 Comments noted.  The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this 
EIS and is more properly addressed in legal forums.  See also the response to 
comment CO46-1. 

PM2-86 
(cont’d) 

PM2-87 

PM2-88 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3638 

 

PM2-89 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

PM2-88 
(cont’d) 

PM2-89 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3639 

 

PM2-90 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-91 See the response to comment PM2-21 

PM2-92 Comment noted. 

PM2-90 

PM2-91 

PM2-92 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3640 

  
PM2-93 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

PM2-94 Comment noted. 

PM2-95 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the responses to comments 
CO66-56, CO67-15, and LO22-5. 

PM2-92 
(cont’d) 

PM2-93 

PM2-94 

PM2-95 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3641 

 

  

PM2-95 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3642 

  
PM2-96 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM2-97 Comment noted. 

PM2-98 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-99 Comment noted 

PM2-100 Comment noted. 

PM2-101 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-96 

PM2-97 

PM2-98 

PM2-99 

PM2-100 

PM2-101 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3643 

 

PM2-102 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM2-101 
(cont’d) 

PM2-102 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3644 

  
PM2-103 See the response to comment PM2-7. 

PM2-104 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-103 

PM2-104 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3645 

 

PM2-105 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-106 Comment noted. 

PM2-105 

PM2-104 
(cont’d) 

PM2-106 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3646 

 

  

PM2-106 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3647 

  
  

PM2-106 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3648 

 

PM2-107 See the response to comment PM1-51. 

PM2-106 
(cont’d) 

PM2-107 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3649 

  
  

PM2-107 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3650 

 

  

PM2-107 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3651 

  
PM2-108 The pipeline would be buried a minimum of 3 feet below the bed of the creek. 

PM2-109 Comment noted. 

PM2-110 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM2-108 

PM2-109 

PM2-110 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3652 

 

PM2-111 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and LO22-5. 

PM2-112 Comment noted. 

PM2-111 

PM2-112 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3653 

 

  

PM2-112 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3654 

  
  

PM2-112 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3655 

 

PM2-113 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM2-113 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3656 

  
PM2-114 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 

including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM2-115 Comment noted. 
PM2-114 

PM2-115 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3657 

 

PM2-116 Comment noted. 

PM2-116 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3658 

  
PM2-117 As discussed in section 3.3.3, we did not find a route along I-95 to be 

preferable to the proposed route. 

PM2-118 Comment noted. PM2-116 
(cont’d) 

PM2-117 

PM2-118 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3659 

 

PM2-119 Comment noted. 

PM2-118 
(cont’d) 

PM2-119 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3660 

 

  

PM2-119 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3661 

  
PM2-120 Comment noted. 

PM2-121 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-122 Section 4.8.2 describes the general easement negotiation process. 
PM2-120 

PM2-121 

PM2-122 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3662 

 

PM2-123 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM2-124 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM2-122 
(cont’d) 

PM2-123 

PM2-124 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3663 

  
PM2-125 Comment noted. 

PM2-125 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3664 

 

PM2-126 The projects would be maintained and monitored throughout the life of 
operation.  As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that 
the project facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 
49 CFR 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for 
the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

PM2-127 Socioeconomic impacts of ACP and SHP, including benefits, are discussed in 
section 4.9.  See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-126 

PM2-127 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3665 

  
PM2-128 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-127 
(cont’d) 

PM2-128 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3666 

 

PM2-129 Comment noted. 

PM2-130 Comment noted. PM2-129 

PM2-130 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3667 

 

PM2-131 We do not believe that the underground pipeline will leak, but note there may 
be fugitive emissions at aboveground facilities.  

PM2-132 The projects would be maintained and monitored throughout the life of 
operation.  As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that 
the project facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 
49 CFR 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for 
the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

PM2-133 Section 4.8.2 describes the general easement negotiation process. 

PM2-130 
(cont’d) 

PM2-131 

PM2-132 

PM2-133 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3668 

  
PM2-134 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM2-135 See the response to comment CO68-12. 

PM2-136 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-137 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM2-133 
(cont’d) 

PM2-134 

PM2-135 

PM2-136 

PM2-137 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3669 

 

PM2-138 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM2-139 Comment noted. 

PM2-137 
(cont’d) 

PM2-138 

PM2-139 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3670 

  
PM2-140 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM2-141 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
PM2-139 
(cont’d) 

PM2-140 

PM2-141 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3671 

 

PM2-142 Flooding is discussed in sections 4.1.4.3 and 4.3.2.6. 

PM2-142 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3672 

  
PM2-143 Comment noted. 

PM2-142 
(cont’d) 

PM2-143 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3673 

 

PM2-144 General project location maps are included in appendix E.  The most recent 
aerial alignment sheets showing the pipeline, temporary workspace, 
permanent right-of-way, etc. were filed with FERC via the eLibrary system 
on January 27, 2017.  

The exact location of the pipeline, including areas needed for construction and 
operation activities, would be identified by Atlantic during the easement 
negotiation process, as discussed in section 4.8.2.  Updates would be provided 
in Atlantic’s Implementation Plan, which must be filed for FERC review and 
approval prior to construction. 

PM2-145 See table Z-2 for the response to Geology Comment 3 (GEO-3).  Table 4.1.2-
1 indicates that no shallow, hard bedrock that would require blasting is 
expected to be present in Nash County, North Carolina. 

PM2-146 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums. 

PM2-147 Section 2.2.1 describes the pipeline right-of-way width. 

PM2-144 

PM2-145 

PM2-146 

PM2-147 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3674 

 

PM2-148 The wetlands would be crossed by trenching.  A 75-foot-wide construction 
right-of-way would be used to install the pipeline.  

PM2-147 
(cont’d) 

PM2-148 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3675 

  
  

PM2-148 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3676 

 

PM2-149 Waterbody crossing are analyzed in section 4.3, and aquatic resources are 
analyzed in section 4.6. 

PM2-150 See the response to comment PM2-52. 

PM2-151 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM2-149 

PM2-150 

PM2-151 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3677 

  
PM2-152 Our climate change analysis is included in section 4.13.3.12, which includes 

an estimate of downstream emissions. 

PM2-153 See the response to comment PM2-58 

PM2-154 See the responses to comments SA15-3 and CO55-63.  

PM2-155 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM2-151 
(cont’d) 
PM2-152 

PM2-153 

PM2-154 

PM2-155 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3678 

 

PM2-156 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM2-157 Refer to section 3 of the EIS. 
PM2-156 

PM2-157 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM2 – Public Comment Session in Wilson, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3679 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina  

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3680 

  
 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3681 

 

PM3-1 Comment noted. 

PM3-1 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3682 

   
  

PM3-1 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3683 

 

PM3-2 Comment noted. 

PM3-1 
(cont’d) 

PM3-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3684 

  
  

PM3-2 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3685 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3686 

  
PM3-3 Comment noted. 

PM3-3 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3687 

 

PM3-4 Comment noted. 

PM3-5 Comment noted. 
PM3-3 
(cont’d) 

PM3-4 

PM3-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3688 

 

  

PM3-5 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3689 

  
PM3-6 Comment noted. 

PM3-7 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM3-8 You can negotiate the easement with Atlantic, but note that many factors must 
be assessed when selecting the final route. 

PM3-9 Comments noted; the environmental mailing list has been updated. 

PM3-6 

PM3-7 

PM3-8 

PM3-9 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3690 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3691 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3692 

 

PM3-10 Comment noted. 

PM3-10 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3693 

  
PM3-11 Comment noted. 

PM3-11 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3694 

 

PM3-12 Comment noted. 

PM3-12 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3695 

 

PM3-13 See the response to comment CO68-12.  Section 4.9.7 includes discussion of 
impacts on property values. 

PM3-12 
(cont’d) 

PM3-13 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3696 

  
PM3-14 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM3-14 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3697 

 

PM3-15 Comment noted. 

PM3-14 
(cont’d) 

PM3-15 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3698 

  
  

PM3-15 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3699 

 

PM3-16 While information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, 
the lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect.  The EIS includes 
sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider the issues 
raised by the proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  

The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and other related 
materials placed into the record past the end date of the comment period up 
until the point of publication of the final EIS.    PM3-16 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3700 

  
PM3-17 Comment noted. 

PM3-16 
(cont’d) 

PM3-17 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3701 

 

PM3-18 Comment noted. 

PM3-17 
(cont’d) 

PM3-18 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3702 

 

  

PM3-18 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3703 

  
  

PM3-18 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3704 

 

PM3-19 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

PM3-20 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM3-18 
(cont’d) 

PM3-19 

PM3-20 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3705 

  
PM3-21 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM3-22 Comment noted. 
PM3-20 
(cont’d) 

PM3-21 

PM3-22 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3706 

 

PM3-23 Comment noted. 

PM3-24 See the response to comment SA06-8. 
PM3-23  

PM3-24 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3707 

  
PM3-25 Comment noted. 

PM3-24 
(cont’d) 

PM3-25 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3708 

 

PM3-26 See the response to comments CO66-2 and CO55-63. 

PM3-27 See the response to comment PM2-58 PM3-25 
(cont’d) 

PM3-26 

PM3-27 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3709 

 

PM3-28 We disagree. 

PM3-29 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM3-30 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. PM3-27 
(cont’d) 

PM3-28 

PM3-29 

PM3-30 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3710 

  
PM3-31 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO97-1. 

PM3-32 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM3-30 
(cont’d) 

PM3-31 

PM3-32 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3711 

 

PM3-33 See the response to comment CO95-13. 

PM3-33 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3712 

  
  

PM3-33 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3713 

 

  

PM3-33 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3714 

  
  

PM3-33 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3715 

 

PM3-34 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and PM1-51.  Also, section 4.8.4 
discusses planned developments based on consultations with county and local 
planning agencies.   PM3-33 

(cont’d) 

PM3-34 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3716 

 

PM3-35 Comment noted. 

PM3-34 
(cont’d) 

PM3-35 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3717 

  
PM3-36 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO97-1. 

PM3-36 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3718 

 

PM3-37 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO70-19. 

PM3-37 

PM3-36 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3719 

  
PM3-38 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO97-1. 

PM3-37 
(cont’d) 

PM3-38 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3720 

 

PM3-39 In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying stakeholders of scoping or 
draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the meeting referred to as a 
“hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and 
sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  
FERC considers and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the 
format they are presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).  

PM3-39 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3721 

  
  

PM3-39 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3722 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3723 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3724 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3725 

 

PM3-40 Comment noted. 

PM3-40 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3726 

  
PM3-41 Comment noted. 

PM3-42 Comment noted. 

PM3-41 

PM3-42 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3727 

 

PM3-43 Comment noted. 

PM3-42 
(cont’d) 

PM3-43 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3728 

  
PM3-44 Comment noted. 

PM3-43 
(cont’d) 

PM3-44 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3729 

 

PM3-45 Comment noted. 

PM3-44 
(cont’d) 

PM3-45 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3730 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3731 

  
PM3-46 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis of air quality.  Section 4.11.1.3 provides 

emissions estimates for the ACP compressor stations, including Compressor 
Station 3 in Northampton County, North Carolina. 

PM3-46 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3732 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3733 

  
PM3-47 Comment noted. 

PM3-47 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3734 

 

PM3-48 Comment noted. 

PM3-47 
(cont’d) 

PM3-48 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3735 

  
PM3-49 Comment noted. 

PM3-48 
(cont’d) 

PM3-49 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3736 

 

PM3-50 Comment noted. 

PM3-51 Comment noted. 
PM3-49 
(cont’d) 

PM3-50 

PM3-51 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3737 

 

  

PM3-51 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3738 

  
  

PM3-51 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3739 

 

PM3-52 Comment noted. 

PM3-52 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3740 

  
PM3-53 Comment noted. 

PM3-52 
(cont’d) 

PM3-53 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3741 

 

  

PM3-53 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3742 

  
PM3-54 Section 4.12.1 discusses the measures that would be included in Atlantic's and 

DETI's emergency plans, which include procedures to minimize the hazards 
in a natural gas pipeline emergency, and monitoring during operation of the 
projects, including methods of leak detection.  In addition, as discussed in 
section 4.12.1, DOT regulations require that Atlantic and DETI establish and 
maintain a liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials and to 
coordinate mutual assistance and ensure that these services have the 
equipment and training necessary to respond to any emergencies related to 
ACP and SHP.  Atlantic and DETI would communicate with emergency 
responders on an annual basis.  Atlantic and DETI would also establish a 
continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government 
officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a natural gas 
pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate public officials. 

PM3-55 Section 4.8.4 discusses planned developments based on consultations with 
county and local planning agencies.  Section 4.13 discusses reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the project area. 

PM3-56 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality, including construction, 
operation, and fugitive pipeline emissions.  See also the response to LO22-5. 

PM3-53 
(cont’d) 

PM3-54 

PM3-55 

PM3-56 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3743 

 

  

PM3-56 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3744 

 

PM3-57 As discussed in section 4.12, Atlantic and DETI would construct, operate, 
maintain, and inspect the proposed facilities to meet or exceed DOT’s 
PHMSA’s safety requirements, which have pipeline design requirements that 
are dependent on the population levels and facilities crossed.  Regarding 
health concerns, see the response to comment PM1-34. 

PM3-57 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3745 

  
PM3-58 See the response to comment PM1-34.  The natural gas would be odorized as 

a safety measure and would be detectable if there is a pipeline leak. 

PM3-59 Comment noted. PM3-57 
(cont’d) 

PM3-58 

PM3-59 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3746 

 

PM3-60 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis of air quality. 

PM3-61 The pipeline would be installed under the Roanoke River via HDD.  
Waterbody and aquatic resource impacts are discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.6 
of the EIS, respectively.   

PM3-62 Comment noted. 

PM3-63 Geohydrologists have determined there is a low potential for an inadvertent 
release of drilling fluid.   

PM3-59 
(cont’d) 

PM3-60 

PM3-61 

PM3-62 

PM3-63 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3747 

  
PM3-64 See the response to comment CO68-12.  An easement agreement typically 

specifies the timeframe in which it would be in effect and applicable.   

PM3-65 See the response to comment CO46-1. PM3-63 
(cont’d) 

PM3-64 

PM3-65 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3748 

 

PM3-66 Comment noted. 

PM3-66 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM3 – Public Comment Session in Roanoke Rapids, North Carolina (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3749 

  
  

 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia  

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3750 

  
 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3751 

 

PM4-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-2 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM4-1 

PM4-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3752 

   
PM4-3 Comment noted. 

PM4-4 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-5 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and PM1-51. 
PM4-2 
(cont’d) 

PM4-3 

PM4-4 

PM4-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3753 

 

PM4-6 Comment noted. 

PM4-7 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-8 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   
PM4-5 
(cont’d) 

PM4-6 

PM4-7 

PM4-8 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3754 

  
PM4-9 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM4-10 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the proposed ACP and SHP.  
See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-11 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM4-12 See the response to comment CO85-7. 

PM4-8 
(cont’d) 

PM4-9 

PM4-10 

PM4-11 

PM4-12 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3755 

 

PM4-13 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM4-12 
(cont’d) 

PM4-13 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3756 

  
  

PM4-13 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3757 

 

PM4-14 Comment noted. 

PM4-13 
(cont’d) 

PM4-14 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3758 

 

PM4-15 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-16 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-17 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-18 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM4-15 

PM4-16 

PM4-17 

PM4-18 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3759 

  
PM4-19 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-20 Impacts from construction of the projects, and measures to reduce impacts, 
are discussed throughout the EIS.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM4-21 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-18 
(cont’d) 

PM4-19 

PM4-20 

PM4-21 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3760 

 

PM4-22 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM4-23 Potential impacts on the local economy are discussed in detail in section 4.9.8 
of the EIS.  Impacts are based on direct project-related estimates developed 
by the project proponents regarding employment and spending.  Construction 
of ACP would have a beneficial, short-term impact on employment, local 
goods and service providers, and state governments in the form of sales tax 
revenues.  Additionally, payroll taxes would be collected from workers 
employed on ACP, resulting in additional beneficial, short-term effects.  In 
the short-term, the projects would create economic stimulus to the affected 
areas via payroll and materials expenditures and sales taxes.  Atlantic and 
DETI would purchase goods, materials, and services locally when possible.  
Workers on both projects would also most likely spend a portion of their pay 
in local communities on items such as housing, food, automobile expenses, 
entertainment, and miscellaneous other items.  During operations, local 
communities in the project area would benefit from the annual property taxes 
that would be paid by Atlantic and DETI over the life of the projects.   

Potential adverse impacts on environment resources are not quantified in 
monetary terms in the EIS, but are discussed and evaluated in detail in their 
respective sections. 

PM4-24 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM4-25 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM4-22 

PM4-23 

PM4-24 

PM4-25 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3761 

  
PM4-26 Comment noted. 

PM4-27 FS response:  Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
specifically addresses rights-of-way through Federal lands and allows the use 
of NFS lands for pipeline purposes for the transportation of oil, natural gas, 
synthetic liquid, or gaseous fuels, or any refined product produced therefrom, 
to any applicant possessing the qualifications provided in section 1 of the Act.  
Further, the FS has worked with Atlantic to examine opportunities for 
collocation with other utility corridors on NFS lands.  Since the draft EIS, 
Atlantic has provided additional inventories and analyses as requested by the 
FS to evaluate the effects of the proposed project.  The FS has worked with 
Atlantic to develop project design features, mitigation measures, and 
monitoring procedures to ensure that NFS resources are protected.  Both 
FERC and the FS are developing mitigation and restoration measures to 
minimize the impacts on visual, soil, and wildlife resources that include 
revegetating as much of the operational corridor as possible after construction, 
as described in the draft COM Plan, appendix G and/or the Special Use 
Permit, if issued.   

PM4-28 Comment noted. 

PM4-29 See the response to comment CO85-7. 

PM4-25 
(cont’d) 

PM4-26 

PM4-27 

PM4-28 

PM4-29 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3762 

 

PM4-30 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-31 As is discussed in section 4.4.4, aerial spraying would not be used for invasive 
species control along the right-of-way; only hand application methods such 
as backpack spraying and hand pulling would occur.  No spraying or mixing 
would be allowed within 100 feet of any wetland or waterbody, or within 300 
feet of any identified karst feature, except where allowed by state or federal 
agencies.  In addition, herbicides would not be utilized for normal vegetation 
maintenance.  Additional information on herbicide application methods is 
included in Atlantic’s and DETI’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan 
(appendix F), COM Plan (appendix G), and Invasive Species Management 
Plan (see table 2.3.1-1).   

PM4-29 
(cont’d) 

PM4-30 

PM4-31 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3763 

  
PM4-32 Comment noted. 

PM4-31 
(cont’d) 

PM4-32 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3764 

 

PM4-33 The projects would be maintained and monitored throughout the life of 
operation. As discussed in section 4.12.1, the DOT is mandated to provide 
pipeline safety under 49 U.S.C. 601.  The DOT’s PHMSA administers the 
national regulatory program to ensure the safe transportation of natural gas 
and other hazardous materials by pipeline.  Atlantic and DETI have stated that 
the project facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 
49 CFR 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for 
the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

PM4-34 Comment noted. 

PM4-33 

PM4-34 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3765 

 

PM4-35 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM4-36 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

  
PM4-34 
(cont’d) 

PM4-35 

PM4-36 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3766 

  
  

PM4-36 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3767 

 

PM4-37 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM4-36 
(cont’d) 

PM4-37 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3768 

  
PM4-38 The blasting plan is provided under the public docket as indicated in table 

2.3.1-1. 

PM4-39 Comment noted.  A revised discussion of interior forest fragmentation is 
provided in section 4.5.6, and sensitive species are discussed in section 4.7. 

PM4-37 
(cont’d) 

PM4-38 

PM4-39 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3769 

 

PM4-40 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-41 Comment noted. 

PM4-42 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM4-40 

PM4-41 

PM4-42 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3770 

  
PM4-43 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the proposed ACP and SHP.  

See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-44 Comment noted. 

PM4-45 Comment noted. 

PM4-46 Comment noted. 

PM4-42 
(cont’d) 

PM4-43 

PM4-44 

PM4-45 

PM4-46 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3771 

 

PM4-47 Comment noted. 

PM4-48 Comment noted. 
PM4-46 
(cont’d) 

PM4-47 

PM4-48 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3772 

 

  

PM4-48 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3773 

  
  

PM4-48 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3774 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3775 

  
PM4-49 Comment noted. 

PM4-49 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3776 

 

PM4-50 See the response to comment PM1-34.    

PM4-50 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3777 

  
  

PM4-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3778 

 

PM4-51 Potential impacts regarding fires and controlled burns are discussed in section 
4.12.1.   

PM4-52 Comments noted. PM4-50 
(cont’d) 

PM4-51 

PM4-52 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3779 

 

PM4-53 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. PM4-52 

(cont’d) 

PM4-53 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3780 

  
PM4-54 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM4-53 
(cont’d) 

PM4-54 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3781 

 

PM4-55 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM4-56 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-54 
(cont’d) 

PM4-55 

PM4-56 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3782 

  
PM4-57 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM4-57 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3783 

 

  

PM4-57 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3784 

  
PM4-58 See response to comment PM2-52. 

PM4-59 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM4-60 Section 4.1.4.2 discusses the potential for landslides.   
PM4-57 
(cont’d) 

PM4-58 

PM4-59 

PM4-60 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3785 

 

PM4-61 Comment noted.  See section 4.9.10 for our analysis of the impacts on 
environmental justice communities. 

PM4-62 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums.   See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM4-61 

PM4-62 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3786 

 

PM4-63 Section 4.3 includes our analysis of impacts on drinking water.  Section 4.13 
includes our analysis of cumulative impacts.  

PM4-64 Section 4.1.2.3 includes our analysis of impacts on karst.  See table Z-2 for 
the responses to GEO-2, GW-1, and GW-3. 

PM4-65 See the response to comment LO22-5. PM4-63 

PM4-64 

PM4-65 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3787 

  
PM4-66 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM4-67 The EIS analyzes alternatives and assesses impacts. 
PM4-65 
(cont’d) 

PM4-66 

PM4-67 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3788 

 

PM4-68 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-69 Comment noted.  In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying 
stakeholders of scoping or draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the 
meeting referred to as a “hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS 
comment meetings and sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent 
public outreach efforts.   

PM4-70 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM4-67 
(cont’d) 

PM4-68 

PM4-69 

PM4-70 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3789 

  
  

PM4-70 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3790 

 

PM4-71 FS response: Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
allows the use of NFS lands for pipelines.  FERC has consulted with federally 
recognized Tribes as described in EIS section 4.10.4. 

PM4-72 Blasting is discussed in sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.6.4. 

PM4-73 Potential impacts on the local economy and specifically impacts on recreation 
and tourism are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.  Our analysis concluded 
that based on the impacts identified and Atlantic and DETI’s proposed 
measures to reduce impacts, the projects would not result in significant or 
adverse impacts on recreational or special interest areas.  As such, and given 
the relative short timeframe for construction, we conclude the projects would 
not result in significant or adverse long-term impacts on tourism.  Potential 
impacts on public and private recreation resources in the project area are 
assessed in more detail in section 4.8. 

PM4-74 Comment noted. 

PM4-75 Comment noted. 

PM4-70 
(cont’d) 

PM4-71 

PM4-72 

PM4-73 

PM4-74 

PM4-75 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3791 

  
PM4-76 FS response:  Atlantic is required to do biological surveys for threatened, 

endangered and sensitive species on NFS lands. The FS has identified 
restoration procedures, that include native seed mixes, to be used after 
construction. Those revegetation measures and monitoring procedures to 
ensure adequate revegetation are described in the draft COM Plan (appendix 
G) and/or the SUP that the FS would require to be implemented on NFS lands. 

PM4-77 Comment noted.  Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the 
proposed ACP and SHP.  ACP and SHP do not involve fracking.  See also the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-78 See the response to comment NAT1-4. 

PM4-75 
(cont’d) 

PM4-76 

PM4-77 

PM4-78 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3792 

 

PM4-79 Comment noted. 

PM4-80 FS response:  Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
specifically addresses rights-of-way through Federal lands and allows the use 
of NFS lands for pipeline purposes for the transportation of oil, natural gas, 
synthetic liquid, or gaseous fuels, or any refined product produced therefrom, 
to any applicant possessing the qualifications provided in section 1 of the Act.  

PM4-81 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-78 
(cont’d) 

PM4-79 

PM4-80 

PM4-81 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3793 

 

PM4-82 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-83 Comment noted.  Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the 
proposed ACP and SHP.  ACP and SHP do not involve fracking.  See also the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-84 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-85 Comment noted. 

PM4-82 

PM4-83 

PM4-84 

PM4-85 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3794 

 

PM4-86 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-87 Comment noted. 

PM4-86 

PM4-87 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3795 

  
PM4-88 See response to comment PM4-31.   

PM4-88 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3796 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3797 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3798 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3799 

  
PM4-89 Comment noted. 

PM4-89 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3800 

 

PM4-90 Comment noted. 

PM4-89 
(cont’d) 

PM4-90 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3801 

 

  

PM4-90 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3802 

  
PM4-91 Comment noted. 

PM4-90 
(cont’d) 

PM4-91 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3803 

 

PM4-92 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-92 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3804 

  
PM4-93 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM4-94 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-4 and GW-5.  This project does not 
involve fracking. PM4-93 

PM4-94 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3805 

 

PM4-95 Comment noted. 

PM4-95 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3806 

  
PM4-96 See the response to comment LO7-1. 

PM4-97 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO68-12. 

PM4-98 See the response to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 
PM4-95 
(cont’d) 

PM4-96 

PM4-97 

PM4-98 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3807 

 

PM4-99 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-100 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-101 Comment noted. 
PM4-98 
(cont’d) 

PM4-99 

PM4-100 

PM4-101 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3808 

 

PM4-102 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the proposed ACP and SHP.  
See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-103 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and PM1-51. 
PM4-102 

PM4-103 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3809 

  
  

PM4-103 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3810 

 

  

PM4-103 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3811 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3812 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3813 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3814 

 

PM4-104 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM4-104 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3815 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3816 

  
PM4-105 Comment noted. 

PM4-105 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3817 

 

  

PM4-105 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3818 

  
PM4-106 We note that ACP and SHP are proposed to carry natural gas, not oil.  As 

discussed in section 4.12, ACP and SHP would be constructed and operated 
in accordance with the DOT safety regulations under 49 CFR 192, which 
specifies material selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; 
and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.  In 
addition, cathodic protection would be installed along the entire length of the 
new pipelines to prevent corrosion.  Further, internal inspection tools (e.g., 
pigs) would be regularly sent through the pipeline to check for corrosion and 
irregularities in accordance with DOT requirements.  Atlantic and DETI 
would be required to keep detailed records of all inspections and supplement 
the corrosion protection system as necessary to meet the requirements of 49 
CFR 192.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-106 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3819 

 

PM4-107 FS response:  See response to comment PM4-80.  The FS has worked with 
Atlantic to examine opportunities for collocation with other utility corridors 
on NFS lands to the extent feasible.  Both entities continue to develop 
mitigation and restoration measures to minimize the impacts on visual, soil, 
and wildlife resources that include revegetating as much of the operational 
corridor as possible after construction, are or will be described in the draft 
COM Plan, (appendix G) and/or the SUP, if issued. 

PM4-106 
(cont’d) 

PM4-107 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3820 

  
PM4-108 Comment noted. 

PM4-107 
(cont’d) 

PM4-108 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3821 

 

PM4-109 See the response to comment PM1-51. 

PM4-110 Comment noted. 

PM4-111 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
PM4-109 

PM4-110 

PM4-111 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3822 

 

PM4-112 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM4-111 
(cont’d) 

PM4-112 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3823 

  
PM4-113 Comment noted. 

PM4-112 
(cont’d) 

PM4-113 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3824 

 

PM4-114 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-115 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM4-116 Habitats have been surveyed where permission is granted, and the EIS 
analyzes impacts on waterbodies and wetlands. 

PM4-113 
(cont’d) 

PM4-114 

PM4-115 

PM4-116 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3825 

  
PM4-117 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-117 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3826 

 

PM4-118 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM4-119 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM4-118 

PM4-119 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3827 

  
  

PM4-119 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3828 

 

  

PM4-119 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3829 

 

  

PM4-119 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3830 

  
PM4-120 FS response:  The FS has worked with Atlantic to examine opportunities for 

collocation with other utility corridors on NFS lands, where feasible.  The 
consideration of alternate routes and collocation opportunities are discussed 
in section 3 of the final EIS.  Mitigation and restoration measures to minimize 
the impacts on visual, soil, and wildlife resources that include revegetating as 
much of the operational corridor as possible after construction, are or will be 
described in the COM Plan (appendix G) and/or the FS SUP, if issued. 

PM4-121 Comment noted. 

PM4-119 
(cont’d) 

PM4-120 

PM4-121 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3831 

 

PM4-122 Comments noted.  ACP and SHP would not involve fracking.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

PM4-121 
(cont’d) 

PM4-122 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3832 

  
  

PM4-122 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3833 

 

  

PM4-122 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3834 

  
  

PM4-122 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3835 

 

  

PM4-122 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3836 

 

PM4-123 In addition to the response to PM1-80, due to the number of comments we 
received regarding environmental justice and specifically impacts resulting 
from increased noise and air emissions at the proposed Compressor Station 2, 
we expanded our discussion of the potential for the risk of impacts to fall 
disproportionately on environmental justice communities.  The expanded 
analysis can be found in detail in section 4.9.9.  Our analysis concluded that 
due to construction dust and compressor station emissions, African American 
populations near the proposed compressor stations could experience 
disproportionate impacts due to their susceptibility to asthma.  Impacts from 
construction dust would be minor as they would be temporary, localized, and 
not substantially alter the resource.  Impacts from compressor station 
emissions would be moderate because, while they would be permanent 
facilities, air emissions would not exceed regulatory permittable levels.  As a 
result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental 
justice populations as result of impacts on air quality, including impacts 
associated with the proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a 
result of the ACP project. 

PM4-123 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3837 

  
PM4-124 Comments noted.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM4-124 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3838 

 

PM4-125 See the responses to comment SA06-6; PM1-80; PM4-123 

PM4-126 The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was 
consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  Further, the draft 
EIS comment period was 90 days, which was longer than the FERC’s typical 
comment period of 45 days.  See also the response to comment CO6-1.   

PM4-127 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM4-124 
(cont’d) 

PM4-125 

PM4-126 

PM4-127 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3839 

  
PM4-128 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM4-129 Comment noted. 

PM4-130 Comment noted.   PM4-128 

PM4-129 

PM4-130 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3840 

 

PM4-131 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2, GEO-4, and GEO-11. 

PM4-132 Comment noted.   

PM4-133 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the responses to comments 
CO6-1 and LO22-5. 

PM4-131 

PM4-132 

PM4-133 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3841 

  
PM4-134 Comments noted.  See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM4-134 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3842 

 

PM4-135 Comment noted.  In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying 
stakeholders of scoping or draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the 
meeting referred to as a “hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS 
comment meetings and sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent 
public outreach efforts.   

PM4-136 Comment noted. 

PM4-137 ACP and SHP would not involve fracking.  See also the response to comment 
LO22-5. 

PM4-135 

PM4-136 

PM4-137 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3843 

 

PM4-138 Comment noted.  

PM4-139 See the response to comment PM4-120. 

PM4-140 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM4-138 

PM4-139 

PM4-140 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3844 

  
PM4-141 The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 

ACP and SHP.  ACP and SHP would not involve fracking. 

PM4-141 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3845 

  
PM4-142 Comment noted. 

PM4-141 
(cont’d) 

PM4-142 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3846 

  
  

PM4-142 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3847 

  
  

PM4-142 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3848 

  
PM4-143 Comment noted. 

PM4-143 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM4 – Public Comment Session in Suffolk, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3849 

  
  

PM4-143 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3850 

  
  

 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3851 

  
 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3852 

 

PM5-1 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM5-2 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-1 

PM5-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3853 

   
PM5-3 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM5-4 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM5-5 See the response to comment PM4-123. 
PM5-2 
(cont’d) 

PM5-3 

PM5-4 

PM5-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3854 

 

PM5-6 See the response to comment PM1-34.  Section 4.13.3.12 includes our 
analysis of climate change.  The EIS discusses effects of climate change and 
acknowledges that the ACP and SHP would incrementally contribute to 
climate change. 

PM5-7 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM5-8 Comment noted. 

PM5-5 
(cont’d) 

PM5-6 

PM5-7 

PM5-8 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3855 

  
PM5-9 The referenced environmental issues are discussed throughout section 4 of the 

EIS.  See also the response to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM5-8 
(cont’d) 

PM5-9 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3856 

 

PM5-10 Comment noted. 

PM5-11 See the response to comment CO68-15. 

PM5-12 Comment noted. 
PM5-10 

PM5-11 

PM5-12 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3857 

  
PM5-13 Comment noted.  

PM5-14 Comment noted. 
PM5-13 

PM5-14 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3858 

 

PM5-15 Comment noted. 

PM5-15 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3859 

 

PM5-16 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-17 Comment noted. 

PM5-16 

PM5-17 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3860 

  
  

PM5-17 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3861 

 

PM5-18 See the response to comment CO49-1 regarding cultural resources.  See the 
response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-19 Comment noted. 
PM5-18 

PM5-19 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3862 

  
PM5-20 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-21 See the response to comment PM4-123. 
PM5-19 
(cont’d) 

PM5-20 

PM5-21 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3863 

 

PM5-22 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM5-21 
(cont’d) 

PM5-22 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3864 

  
PM5-23 See the responses to comments PM1-80 and PM4-123. 

PM5-24 Comment noted. 

PM5-25 Comment noted. 
PM5-23 

PM5-24 

PM5-25 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3865 

 

PM5-26 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM5-25 
(cont’d) 

PM5-26 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3866 

 

PM5-27 Sections 4.8.1.1 and 4.8.5 discuss impacts on land uses and recreation and 
special interest areas, respectively, resulting from construction and operation 
of the project. 

PM5-28 Comment noted. 

PM5-29 See the responses to comments CO66-56, CO48-2, CO67-15, and LO22-5. 

PM5-26 
(cont’d) 

PM5-27 

PM5-28 

PM5-29 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3867 

  
PM5-30 See the response to comment CO49-1.  

PM5-29 
(cont’d) 

PM5-30 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3868 

 

PM5-31 See the responses to comments PM1-80 and PM4-123. 

PM5-31 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3869 

  
PM5-32 See the response to comment CO49-1.  

PM5-33 See the response to comment PM4-123. 
PM5-31 
(cont’d) 

PM5-32 

PM5-33 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3870 

 

  

PM5-33 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3871 

  
PM5-34 See the response to comment PM1-34. 

PM5-34 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3872 

 

  

PM5-34 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3873 

 

PM5-35 Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 includes our analysis of air quality and noise, 
respectively. 

PM5-36 See the response to comment CO68-12.  Section 4.9.7 includes discussion of 
impacts on property values. PM5-35 

PM5-36 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3874 

  
PM5-37 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-3. 

PM5-38 Normal operation of the ACP compressor stations would not result in smoke 
at the site.  Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 include our analysis of air quality and 
noise, respectively. 

PM5-39 Section 4.11.2 includes our analysis of noise impacts.   

PM5-36 
(cont’d) 

PM5-37 

PM5-38 

PM5-39 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3875 

 

PM5-40 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-41 Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of impacts on environmental justice 
communities.  To summarize, the construction and operation of the proposed 
facilities would affect a mix of racial/ethnic and socioeconomic areas in the 
ACP and SHP project area as a whole.  Not all impacts identified in this EIS 
are considered to affect minority or low-income populations. 

PM5-42 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM5-43 See the response to comment PM3-57. 

PM5-44 See the response to comment CO70-2. 

PM5-40 

PM5-39 
(cont’d) 

PM5-41 

PM5-42 

PM5-43 

PM5-44 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3876 

  
PM5-45 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-46 Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 include our analysis on air quality and noise 
impacts.  See the response to comment CO68-17 regarding vibration.   

PM5-45 

PM5-46 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3877 

 

PM5-47 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM5-48 Unplanned emergency station blowdowns are rare.  ACP conservatively 
estimated 100 start-up/shutdown events.  These planned blowdown events 
typically occur for maintenance activities and can last for up 5 minutes.  Table 
4.11.1-7 includes blowdown emissions for each station.  In addition, Atlantic 
provided blowdown emissions estimates on October 1, 2015.  Emissions from 
blowdowns include 24.4 tpy of VOCs, 844 tpy of methane (CH4), 1.4 tpy of 
HAPs, and 21,124 tpy of CO2e.  Blowdown and fugitive pipeline emissions 
are addressed in section 4.11.1. 

PM5-49 Comment noted.  The referenced errors in the distribution list have been 
corrected. 

PM5-47 

PM5-48 

PM5-49 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3878 

  
PM5-50 Section 4.7 discusses ESA-listed, proposed, and under review freshwater 

mussel species, and state-listed and rare mussel species.  Atlantic consulted 
with the FWS and VDGIF to identify which waterbodies should be surveyed 
for freshwater mussels.  The results of these surveys are provided in section 
4.7.15 for ESA mussel species, and table S-2 of appendix S for state mussel 
species.  Atlantic would contract biologists to relocate mussel species prior to 
initiating in-stream construction activities according to the Freshwater Mussel 
Guidelines for Virginia (FWS and VDGIF, 2015). 

PM5-51 Section 4.8.2 describes the general easement negotiation process. 

PM5-49 
(cont’d) 

PM5-50 

PM5-51 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3879 

 

PM5-52 Comment noted. 

PM5-53 Comment noted. 

PM5-52 

PM5-51 
(cont’d) 

PM5-53 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3880 

 

PM5-54 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-55 The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was 
consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  FERC considers 
and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the format they are 
presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).   

PM5-56 FS response:  The comment is noted. 

PM5-54 

PM5-53 
(cont’d) 

PM5-55 

PM5-56 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3881 

  
PM5-57 We note that the EIS for ACP and SHP was prepared by FERC, not Dominion.  

The FERC’s public outreach for the projects is discussed in section 1.3.  See 
also the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1.   

PM5-56 
(cont’d) 

PM5-57 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3882 

 

PM5-58 Comment noted. 

PM5-59 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-58 

PM5-59 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3883 

  
PM5-60 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM5-59 
(cont’d) 

PM5-60 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3884 

 

PM5-61 Comment noted. 

PM5-61 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3885 

  
PM5-62 Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects 

are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 
PM5-61 
(cont’d) 

PM5-62 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3886 

 

PM5-63 Section 4.1.4.1 includes our analysis on seismic hazards.  See also table Z-2 
for the response to GEO-13. 

PM5-62 
(cont’d) 

PM5-63  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3887 

 

PM5-64 Comment noted. 

PM5-65 Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 include our analysis on air quality and noise 
impacts, respectively. 

PM5-66 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and CO48-2. 

PM5-67 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO62-6. 

PM5-64 

PM5-63 
(cont’d) 

PM5-65 

PM5-66 

PM5-67 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3888 

  
PM5-68 As discussed in section 4.4.4, while state and regional authorities maintain 

extensive invasive species lists, not all species on these lists are afforded 
protection under state or federal regulations.  Atlantic and DETI consulted 
with state agencies charged with regulating noxious weeds and invasive plant 
species to identify a total of 55 regulated invasive plant species, including 17 
in West Virginia, 9 in Virginia, 16 in North Carolina, and 13 in Pennsylvania.  
Field surveys along the ACP identified eight invasive species in West Virginia 
and one in North Carolina.  Field surveys along the SHP identified eight 
invasive species in West Virginia and one in Pennsylvania.   

The Invasive Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1) lists the regulated 
noxious weeds and invasive plant species identified during field surveys.  
Atlantic and DETI would avoid introducing or spreading invasive species 
through adherence to federal and state-specific regulations for preventing the 
land transport of such species, and would follow measures outlined within 
their Invasive Plant Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1).  These 
measures are designed to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive 
plants during construction and operation through identification, pre-treatment 
control (application of herbicide, hand pulling, or mechanical measures such 
as mowing), cleaning equipment (including timber mats) prior to arrival at the 
construction site, segregating topsoil in all infested areas, using certified 
weed-free erosion control materials, routine monitoring, and restoration and 
reseeding following installation of the pipeline, which would promote the 
establishment of desirable plant species and deter the spread of invasive plant 
species.   

Atlantic and DETI would actively discourage use of OHVs on their pipeline 
rights-of-way to avoid issues related to illegal access, erosion, and disturbance 
to restored areas.  Measures that may be used to discourage OHV use may 
include installing barriers such as signs, fences, gates, vegetation, or boulders 
along the right-of-way.  Atlantic and DETI would also coordinate with the 
appropriate land-managing agencies to identify and prioritize where 
installation of OHV deterrents would be beneficial. 

PM5-69 As discussed in section 4.12.1, pipeline markers identifying the owner of the 
pipe and a 24-hour telephone number would be placed for “line of sight” 
visibility along the entire pipeline length, except in active agricultural crop 
locations and in waterbodies in accordance with DOT requirements. 

PM5-68 

PM5-69 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3889 

 

PM5-70 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

PM5-71 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM5-72 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-73 Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects 
are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments 
CO66-56 and LO22-5. 

PM5-70 

PM5-69 
(cont’d) 

PM5-71 

PM5-72 

PM5-73 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3890 

  
  

PM5-73 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3891 

 

PM5-74 Comment noted. 

PM5-75 See the response to comment CO66-2. 
PM5-73 
(cont’d) 

PM5-74 

PM5-75 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3892 

  
  

PM5-75 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3893 

 

PM5-76 Comment noted.  Construction procedures are discussed in section 2.3. 
PM5-75 
(cont’d) 

PM5-76 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3894 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3895 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3896 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3897 

  
PM5-77 Comment noted. 

PM5-77 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3898 

 

  

PM5-77 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3899 

  
PM5-78 Comment noted. 

PM5-77 
(cont’d) 

PM5-78 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3900 

 

  

PM5-78 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3901 

 

PM5-79 Comment noted. 

PM5-79 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3902 

  
PM5-80 Comment noted. 

PM5-79 
(cont’d) 

PM5-80 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3903 

 

PM5-81 Section 4.1.4.1 includes our analysis on seismic hazards.  See also table Z-2 
for the response to GEO-13. 

PM5-82 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM5-83 Comment noted. 

PM5-80 
(cont’d) 

PM5-81 

PM5-82 

PM5-83 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3904 

  
PM5-84 See the response to comment PM1-108. 

PM5-83 
(cont’d) 

PM5-84 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3905 

 

  

PM5-84 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3906 

  
PM5-85 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-86 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

PM5-86 

PM5-84 
(cont’d) 

PM5-85 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3907 

 

PM5-87 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-87 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3908 

 

PM5-88 See the responses to comments CO84-1 and CO68-15. 

PM5-88 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3909 

  
PM5-89 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 

including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM5-90 See the response to comment CO95-13.  Impacts of construction traffic are 
discussed section 4.9.6; emergency response is discussed in sections 4.9.4 and 
4.12; and impacts on property values are discussed in section 4.9.7. 

PM5-91 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-89 

PM5-90 

PM5-91 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3910 

 

PM5-92 Thank you for the information.  Surveys and site evaluations are ongoing. 
Atlantic committed to avoid impacts on cemeteries during project activities. 
See discussion in section 4.10.1.1 in the EIS.  PM5-91 

(cont’d) 

PM5-92 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3911 

  
PM5-93 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-92 
(cont’d) 

PM5-93 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3912 

 

  

PM5-93 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3913 

  
  

PM5-93 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3914 

 

PM5-94 Section 4.3.1.7 includes our analysis of potential groundwater contamination. 
Existing contaminated groundwater and soils are discussed in section 4.3.1 
and 4.2.2, respectively. 

PM5-95 Comment noted. 

PM5-94 

PM5-93 
(cont’d) 

PM5-95 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3915 

 

PM5-96 See the response to comment CO68-17. 

PM5-96 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3916 

  
PM5-97 See the responses to comments CO66-2 and CO55-6. 

PM5-98 Comment noted. 

PM5-98 

PM5-97 

PM5-96 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3917 

 

PM5-99 Comment noted. 

PM5-100 We note that ACP and SHP are proposed to carry natural gas, not oil.  See 
also the response to comment CO46-1. PM5-98 

(cont’d) 

PM5-99 

PM5-100 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3918 

  
PM5-101 Comment noted. 

PM5-102 In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying stakeholders of scoping or 
draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the meeting referred to as a 
“hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and 
sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  See 
also the response to comment CO66-52. 

PM5-100 
(cont’d) 

PM5-101 

PM5-102 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3919 

 

PM5-103 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM5-104 The purpose and scope of this EIS is focused on the environmental impacts 
of ACP and SHP; however, we consider in section 4.13 the cumulative impact 
that other projects in the region, including other FERC jurisdictional projects 
(e.g., MVP), may have in conjunction with ACP and SHP.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

PM5-103 

PM5-104 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3920 

  
  

PM5-104 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3921 

 

PM5-105 Comment noted.   

PM5-106 See the responses to comments SA06-6, PM1-80, and PM4-123. PM5-105 

PM5-106 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3922 

 

PM5-107 Comment noted. 

PM5-108 Comments noted.  Issues related to local zoning ordinances are discussed in 
section 4.8.4.5.  See also the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM5-109 FS response:  The comment is noted.  The purpose and need for the project is 
addressed in section 1.1 of the FEIS.  Several sections in section 4 of the final 
EIS deal with impacts on people, such as cultural and visual resources, air 
quality and noise, socioeconomics, and reliability and safety.   

PM5-110 Comment noted. 

PM5-107 

PM5-108 

PM5-109 

PM5-110 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3923 

  
PM5-111 Comment noted. 

PM5-112 See the response to comment CO68-17. 

PM5-111 

PM5-112 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3924 

 

PM5-113 See the response to comment PM1-34.  Section 4.11.2 includes our analysis 
of noise, and the EIS concludes that noise levels from the ACP compressor 
stations would be below our requirement at the nearest NSAs. 

PM5-114 Comment noted. 

PM5-115 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the proposed ACP and SHP.  
See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-112 
(cont’d) 

PM5-113 

PM5-114 

PM5-115 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3925 

  
PM5-116 FS response:  Section 3-Alternatives addresses alternatives that do not cross 

NFS lands.  The impacts on threatened, endangered and sensitive species are 
described in EIS section 4.7-Special Status Species. 

PM5-117 Section 4.2.1.3 includes our analysis on karst. See also table Z-2 for the 
response to GEO-1. 

PM5-115 
(cont’d) 

PM5-116 

PM5-117 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3926 

 

PM5-118 See the responses to comments SA06-6 and PM4-123. 

PM5-119 See the responses to comments LO62-6, CO66-56, CO6-1, and CO46-1. PM5-117 
(cont’d) 

PM5-118 

PM5-119 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3927 

  
PM5-120 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-121 Comment noted.  The referenced error in the distribution list has been 
corrected. 

PM5-122 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4 and GEO-13. 

PM5-119 
(cont’d) 

PM5-120 

PM5-121 

PM5-122 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3928 

 

  

PM5-122 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3929 

 

PM5-123  See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM5-123 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3930 

  
  

PM5-123 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3931 

 

  

PM5-123 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM5 – Public Comment Session in Farmville, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3932 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3933 

  
 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3934 

 

PM6-1 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-1 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3935 

   
PM6-2 Section 4.8.5 discusses impacts on recreation and special interest areas 

resulting from construction and operation of the project. 

PM6-3 Section 4.3.1.7 includes our analysis on impacts to groundwater. See also 
table Z-2 for the response to GW-5. 

PM6-4 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-5 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-1 
(cont’d)  

PM6-2 

PM6-3 

PM6-4 

PM6-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3936 

 

PM6-6 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM6-7 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM6-6 

PM6-7 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3937 

  
PM6-8 Comment noted. 

PM6-9 See the response to comment CO49-1. 
PM6-7 
(cont’d) 

PM6-8 

PM6-9 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3938 

 

  

PM6-9 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3939 

  
  

PM6-9 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3940 

 

PM6-10 Comment noted. 

PM6-11 Comment noted. 
PM6-9 
(cont’d) 

PM6-10 

PM6-11 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3941 

 

PM6-12 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

PM6-13 See the response to comment CO67-15. PM6-11 
(cont’d) 

PM6-12 

PM6-13 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3942 

  
PM6-14 Appendix G provides Atlantic’s COM Plan, which was prepared for the 

portion of ACP on NFS lands.  As such, the reference in the COM Plan would 
pertain to access roads on NFS lands.  

Temporary access road improvements would be removed and roads restored 
to their preconstruction condition unless the landowner or land-managing 
agency requests that the improvements be left in place.   

PM6-13 
(cont’d) 

PM6-14 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3943 

 

PM6-15 Appendix E has been revised to identify access roads proposed as part of the 
project.   

PM6-16 Comment noted.   PM6-14 
(cont’d) 

PM6-15 

PM6-16 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3944 

  
PM6-17 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM6-18 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-1. 

PM6-19 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-6. PM6-16 
(cont’d) 

PM6-17 

PM6-18 

PM6-19 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3945 

 

PM6-20 Comment noted. 

PM6-21 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3, GW-2, and GW-
5. 

PM6-20 

PM6-19 
(cont’d) 

PM6-21 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3946 

  
PM6-22 See the response to comment PM1-108. 

PM6-23 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-24 Comment noted. PM6-21 
(cont’d) 

PM6-22 

PM6-23 

PM6-24 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3947 

 

PM6-25 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-26 Comment noted. 

PM6-25 

PM6-26 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3948 

 

PM6-27 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4, SOIL-3, and GEO-10. 

PM6-26 
(cont’d) 

PM6-27 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3949 

  
PM6-28 Comment noted. 

PM6-28 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3950 

 

  

PM6-28 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3951 

  
PM6-29 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM6-29 

PM6-28 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3952 

 

PM6-30 See the response to LO18-1. 

PM6-29 
(cont’d) 

PM6-30 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3953 

  
PM6-31 Air quality and project-related GHG emissions are addressed in section 

4.11.1.  Section 4.13.3.12 includes our analysis of climate change and regional 
GHG emissions and impacts.  See the response to comment CO29-1 regarding 
the Oil Change International report.   

PM6-32 Comment noted. 

PM6-30 
(cont’d) 

PM6-31 

PM6-32 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3954 

 

PM6-33 As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that the project 
facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192.  
The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and 
to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.  See also the responses 
to comments CO68-12 and CO66-7. 

PM6-32 
(cont’d) 

PM6-33 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3955 

 

PM6-34 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-6. 

PM6-33 
(cont’d) 

PM6-34 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3956 

  
PM6-35 See the responses to comments CO80-8 and PM1-51. 

PM6-35 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3957 

 

  

PM6-35 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3958 

  
  

PM6-35 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3959 

 

PM6-36 Comment noted. 

PM6-37 Comment noted. 

PM6-36 

PM6-37 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3960 

  
PM6-38 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4 and GEO-11. 

PM6-38 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3961 

 

PM6-39 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5. 

PM6-40 Section 4.5 provides a discussion of potential impacts on wildlife species and 
habitat. 

PM6-41 Comment noted. 

PM6-42 See the response to comment PM1-80. 

PM6-38 
(cont’d) 

PM6-39 

PM6-40 

PM6-41 

PM6-42 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3962 

 

PM6-43 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-44 Before a notice to proceed with construction is issued, Atlantic and DETI 
would be required to comply with the environmental recommendations listed 
in section 5.2, which would be included as conditions to any authorization 
issued by the Commission.  Among these conditions are requirements to 
complete all environmental surveys and reports, and documentation that the 
Applicants have received all applicable authorizations required under federal 
law. 

The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources resulting 
from construction and operation of the project.  The EIS was prepared in 
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements.  
The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and 
consider the issues raised by the proposed Project and addresses a reasonable 
range of alternatives.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, and 
policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different types of 
impacts, including cumulative impacts.  Duration and significance of impacts 
are discussed throughout the various EIS resource sections.  The EIS is 
comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible.  Atlantic’s and 
DETI’s construction and restoration plans contain numerous mitigation 
measures to avoid or reduce project-related impacts. 

PM6-43 

PM6-44 
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PM6-45 Comment noted. 

PM6-44 
(cont’d) 

PM6-45 
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PM6-45 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-46 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1, GEO-4, SOIL-3, and GW-10. 

PM6-46 
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PM6-46 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-47 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-47 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3969 

 

  

PM6-47 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-47 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-48 Comment noted. 

PM6-48 
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PM6-48 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-49 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-50 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4, GEO-11, and SOIL-3. 

PM6-51 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 
PM6-49 

PM6-50 

PM6-51 
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PM6-52 Comment noted. 

PM6-53 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 
PM6-51 
(cont’d) 

PM6-52 

PM6-53 
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PM6-54 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-55 See the response to comment CO30-5 regarding impacts on local businesses, 
and see response CO55-46 regarding access roads. PM6-53 

(cont’d) 

PM6-54 

PM6-55 
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PM6-56 Section 4.1.4 includes our analysis of steep slopes and landslides.  See also 
table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4 and GEO-11. 

PM6-55 
(cont’d) 

PM6-56 
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PM6-57 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-58 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 
PM6-57 

PM6-58 
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PM6-59 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM6-60 Comment noted. 

PM6-61 Section 4.9.5 discusses potential impacts on tourism resulting from 
construction and operation of the project. 

PM6-62 Comment noted. 

PM6-59 

PM6-60 

PM6-61 

PM6-62 
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PM6-63 FERC’s mission statement, as stated on its website, is the following: “Assist 

consumers in obtaining reliable, efficient and sustainable energy services at a 
reasonable cost through appropriate regulatory and market means.”  FERC is 
not charged with protecting lands or resources but instead, through NEPA, to 
disclose the impacts associated with proposed action and, as necessary, 
recommending alternatives or measures to avoid or minimize impacts. 

PM6-64 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-62 
(cont’d) 

PM6-63 

PM6-64 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3980 

 

PM6-65 Comment noted. 

PM6-64 
(cont’d) 

PM6-65 
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PM6-66 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 

overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-67 FS response:  The opposition to the ACP route through national forests is 
noted. 

PM6-68 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-4, GEO-11, and SOIL-3. 

PM6-69 See the response to comment PM1-53 regarding property values, and see 
response LO35-1 regarding impacts on tourism. 

PM6-65 
(cont’d) 

PM6-66 

PM6-67 

PM6-68 

PM6-69 
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PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3985 
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PM6-70 Comment noted. 

PM6-71 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

PM6-72 Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.8 included our discussion of potential impacts on the 
Wintergreen Resort. 

PM6-70 

PM6-71 

PM6-72 
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PM6-73 Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects 
are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS.  See also the response to comment 
CO48-2. 

PM6-74 Comment noted. 

PM6-72 
(cont’d) 

PM6-73 

PM6-74 
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PM6-75 Comment noted. 

PM6-76 Issues related to climate change are discussed in section 4.13.3.12.  See also 
the response to comment CO6-1. PM6-75 

PM6-76 
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PM6-76 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-77 Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives for the proposed ACP and SHP.  
See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-77 
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PM6-77 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-78 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-79 Comment noted.  SSURGO data were used as a basis for soil calculations 
(except where otherwise noted) because SSURGO provides the most detailed 
level of information of the publicly available datasets.  Additional Order 1 
soil surveys can be conducted at the discretion of the land-managing agency; 
however, FERC does not require them. 

PM6-78 

PM6-79 
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PM6-80 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM6-81 We do not find the Rockfish Gap alternatives preferable to the proposed route, 
as discussed in section 3.3.7. 

PM6-82 Comment noted. 

PM6-79 
(cont’d) 

PM6-80 

PM6-81 

PM6-82 
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PM6-83 Comment noted. 

PM6-82 
(cont’d) 

PM6-83 
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PM6-83 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-84 Statement noted. 

PM6-85 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

PM6-84 

PM6-85 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-3997 

 

PM6-86 Comment noted. 

PM6-87 Sections 4.8.5 and 4.8.8.1 discuss impacts on scenic byways resulting from 
construction and operation of the project.  Section 4.10.1.1 discusses the 
Rockfish Valley Rural Historic District. PM6-86 

PM6-87 
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PM6-88 We acknowledge the significance of historic resources in Nelson County, 

Virginia.  Dominion conducted cultural resources surveys of the original route 
and reroutes in the county.  The resources of Nelson County are discussed in 
section 4.10.1.1.  PM6-88 
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PM6-89 Comment noted. 

PM6-90 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment 
LO22-5. 

PM6-91 Comment noted. 

PM6-92 Comment noted. 

PM6-93 Comment noted. 

PM6-89 

PM6-90 

PM6-91 

PM6-92 

PM6-93 
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PM6-94 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO82-2. 

PM6-95 Comment noted. 

PM6-96 Comment noted. PM6-93 
(cont’d) 

PM6-94 

PM6-95 

PM6-96 
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PM6-97 Comment noted.  See also the responses to comments CO6-1, CO46-1, and 
LO18-1. 

PM6-97 
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PM6-98 There is an expanded discussion of historic districts in Nelson County in 

section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS.  

PM6-98 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4003 

 

  

PM6-98 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-98 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-99 Refer to section 4.4.3 for a discussion of the impacts of vegetation removal 

and the mitigation measures that would be implemented to control erosion.  
Also refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that 
would be implemented on steep slopes. 

PM6-100 Comment noted. 

PM6-101 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM6-99 

PM6-100 

PM6-101 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4006 

 

PM6-102 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-103 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

PM6-104 See the response to comment CO46-1. PM6-102 

PM6-103 

PM6-104 
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PM6-105 See the response to comment CO85-7. 

PM6-106 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 
PM6-104 
(cont’d) 

PM6-105 

PM6-106 
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PM6-107 Comment noted. 

PM6-108 See the response to comment CO30-5 regarding impacts on local businesses. 
PM6-107 

PM6-108 
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PM6-109 As discussed in more detail in section 4.8.3, Atlantic and DETI would use 

special construction methods designed for working in residential areas.  In 
addition, to ensure impacts on residences are addressed, Atlantic and DETI 
have prepared a Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure.   

PM6-110 Comment noted. 

PM6-111 FS response:  The opposition to the ACP route through national forests is 
noted.  The FS and FERC have received additional information and analyses 
since the draft EIS and have incorporated them in the final EIS. 

PM6-112 See the response to comment LO35-1 regarding impacts on tourism.  See the 
response to comment PM1-108 regarding impacts on the local economy. 

PM6-108 
(cont’d) 

PM6-109 

PM6-110 

PM6-111 

PM6-112 
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PM6-113 Comment noted. 

PM6-112 
(cont’d) 

PM6-113 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4011 

 

PM6-114 To minimize and mitigate potential impacts and identify road specific issues 
with transportation, Atlantic and DETI would prepare spread-specific traffic 
and transportation management plans for managing vehicle traffic during 
construction of the projects. 

PM6-115 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment SA14-86. 

PM6-113 
(cont’d) 

PM6-114 

PM6-115 
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PM6-116 See the response to comment PM6-72 regarding the Wintergreen Resort.  See 

response LO35-1 regarding impacts on tourism.  See the response to comment 
PM1-108 regarding impacts on the local economy 

PM6-117 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM6-118 Comment noted.  

PM6-119 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and CO48-2. 

PM6-115 

PM6-116 

PM6-117 

PM6-118 

PM6-119 
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PM6-120 Comment noted. 

PM6-121 Comment noted. 

PM6-122 Comment noted. 

  

PM6-119 
(cont’d) 

PM6-120 

PM6-121 

PM6-122 
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PM6-123 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-122 
(cont’d) 

PM6-123 
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PM6-124 As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators must obtain easements from 
landowners and land-managing agencies to construct and operate natural gas 
facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located.  As 
such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from the 
landowner and/or land-managing agency to construct and operate the new 
project facilities.  These negotiations are between the landowner and/or land-
managing agency and Atlantic Coast and DETI, and are not subject to review 
by the FERC.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.   

If an easement cannot be negotiated with a landowner and the project has been 
certificated by the FERC, the company may use the right of eminent domain 
granted to it under section 7(h) of the NGA and the procedure set forth under 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the right-of-way 
and extra workspace areas.  This would supersede state statutes or 
designations.  The company would still be required to compensate the 
landowner for the right-of-way and for any damages incurred during 
construction.   

PM6-124 
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PM6-125 Section 4.8.9.1 discusses the impacts on the ANST resulting from 

construction and operation of the project. 

PM6-125  
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PM6-126 Comment noted. 

PM6-127 The projects would be maintained and monitored throughout the life of 
operation.  As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that 
the project facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 
49 CFR 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for 
the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

PM6-128 See the response to comment LO35-1 regarding impacts on tourism.  See the 
response to comment PM1-108 regarding impacts on the local economy 

PM6-126 

PM6-127 

PM6-128 
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PM6-129 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-130 The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was 
consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.   

PM6-131 Comment noted. 

PM6-129 

PM6-130 

PM6-131 
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PM6-132 Comment noted.  

PM6-133 As discussed in section 2.7, any future project or change in project facilities 
would need additional FERC authorization (which would also require 
additional environmental review).  See also the response to comment CO46-
1. 

PM6-131 
(cont’d) 

PM6-132 

PM6-133 
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PM6-134 Comment noted.  The referenced environmental issues are discussed 
throughout section 4 of the EIS.  See also the responses to comments CO6-1 
and LO18-1. 

PM6-134 
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PM6-135 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM6-134 
(cont’d) 

PM6-135 
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PM6-136 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-1. 

PM6-137 See the response to comment PM4-73.   
PM6-135 
(cont’d) 

PM6-136 

PM6-137 
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PM6-138 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM6-139 If designed and constructed properly, the pipeline would not leak into water 
systems.  The EIS discusses impacts such as sedimentation, turbidity, and the 
potential for accidental spills, and identifies the measures that would be 
implemented to minimize or avoid these impacts.  Because methane is a 
lighter-than-air gas, it rapidly dissipates into the atmosphere.  If a pipeline 
leak were to occur within a stream or riverbed, there may be a small amount 
of methane dissolved in the water, but the majority would remain gaseous and 
leave the water column.  This may reduce aqueous oxygen capacity slightly 
until repairs are completed.  However, methane does not “contaminate” soils, 
rivers, or groundwater like fluid hydrocarbons can.   

ACP and SHP would not involve fracking.   

PM6-137 
(cont’d) 

PM6-138 

PM6-139 
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PM6-140 We disagree.  Section 4.1.2.7 has been revised to include information on the 
presence of natural gas transmission pipelines in West Virginia and Virginia 
already in operation that are likely located on karst. 

PM6-141 Comment noted. 

PM6-142 Comment noted. 

PM6-143 The purpose and scope of this EIS is focused on the environmental impacts 
of ACP and SHP; however, we consider in section 4.13 the cumulative impact 
that other projects in the region, including other FERC jurisdictional projects 
(e.g., MVP), may have in conjunction with ACP and SHP.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-144 Comment noted. 

PM6-140 

PM6-141 

PM6-142 

PM6-143 

PM6-144 
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PM6-144 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-145 Comment noted. 

PM6-144 
(cont’d) 

PM6-145 
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PM6-146 Section 3.3.4.3 analyzes the contingency option. 

PM6-147 Comment noted. 

PM6-146 

PM6-147 
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PM6-147 
(cont’d) 
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PM6-148 See the response to comment SA8-252. 

PM6-148 
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PM6-149 We do not believe the viewshed from the Parkway or Trail would be affected 
by the contingency option. 

PM6-150 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM6-149 

PM6-150 
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PM6-151 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-10. 

PM6-152 We disagree, and note test water would not contact mercury or other 
contaminants. 

PM6-153 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-150 
(cont’d) 

PM6-151 

PM6-152 

PM6-153 
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PM6-154 Comment noted. 

PM6-155 Comment noted. 
PM6-154 

PM6-155 
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PM6-156 Issues related to climate change are discussed in section 4.13.3.12.  See also 
the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-155 
(cont’d) 

PM6-156 
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PM6-157 See the response to comment letter CO86. 

PM6-156 
(cont’d) 

PM6-157 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4038 

 

PM6-158 Comment noted.  Atlantic’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan and the 
FERC Plan contain provisions for erosion control practices such as use of 
mulch and reestablishing vegetation within specific timeframes after 
construction is complete that would be implemented during and after 
construction of the project. 

PM6-157 
(cont’d) 

PM6-158 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4039 

  
  

PM6-158 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4040 

 

PM6-159 See the response to comment LA17-1. 

PM6-160 See table Z-2 for the response to SOIL-4. 

PM6-159 

PM6-160 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4041 

  
PM6-161 Section 4.8.4 discusses planned developments based on consultations with 

county and local planning agencies.   

PM6-162 See the responses to comment letter LO166. PM6-160 
(cont’d) 

PM6-161 

PM6-162 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4042 

 

  

PM6-162 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4043 

 

  

PM6-162 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4044 

  
PM6-163 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0108 (Marion Kanour) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-162 
(cont’d) 

PM6-163 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4045 

 

  

PM6-163 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4046 

  
PM6-164 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (James Troy) in tables Z-

1 and Z-2. 

PM6-163 
(cont’d) 

PM6-164 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4047 

 

  

PM6-164 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4048 

  
  

PM6-164 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4049 

 

PM6-165 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0108 (Mike Tabony) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-165 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4050 

  
  

PM6-165 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4051 

 

PM6-166 See the responses to comment letter LO53. 

PM6-165 
(cont’d) 

PM6-166 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4052 

 

  

PM6-166 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4053 

  
  

PM6-166 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4054 

 

PM6-167 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Karen Kartheiser) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-167 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4055 

  
PM6-168 See the responses to accession no. 20170301-0094 (Janet Wellman) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-167 
(cont’d) 

PM6-168 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4056 

 

  

PM6-168 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4057 

  
  

PM6-168 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4058 

 

PM6-169 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-170 See responses to comments CO30-5 and PM6-124. 

PM6-169  

PM6-170 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4059 

  
PM6-171 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-10. 

PM6-172 See the response to comment PM6-161.  Appendix E lists the access road 
improvements proposed by Atlantic to accommodate construction equipment.  PM6-170 

(cont’d) 

PM6-171 

PM6-172 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4060 

 

PM6-173 Comment noted. 

PM6-174 Refer to section 4.5.6 for a discussion of interior forest fragmentation.  
Impacts on sensitive species are discussed in section 4.7. 

PM6-175 See the responses to comments PM6-125 and CO66-36. 

PM6-176 Comment noted. 

PM6-177 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-173 

PM6-174 

PM6-175 

PM6-176 

PM6-177 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4061 

 

PM6-178 Comment noted. 

PM6-179 Comment noted. 

PM6-180 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4, GEO-10, and GEO-11. 
PM6-177 
(cont’d) 

PM6-178 

PM6-179 

PM6-180 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4062 

  
PM6-181 See the response to comment PM1-108 regarding impacts on the local 

economy. 

PM6-182 FS response:  The opposition to the ACP route through national forests is 
noted.  See the responses to comments CO5-1 and LO49-3. 

PM6-180 
(cont’d) 

PM6-181 

PM6-182 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4063 

 

PM6-183 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Janet Hunter) in tables Z-
1 and Z-2. 

PM6-183 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4064 

  
PM6-184 Comment noted. 

PM6-183 
(cont’d) 

PM6-184 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4065 

 

  

PM6-184 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4066 

  
PM6-185 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-186 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM6-187 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Natasha Copson) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-184 
(cont’d) 

PM6-185 

PM6-186 

PM6-187 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4067 

 

  

PM6-187 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4068 

  
PM6-188 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-187 
(cont’d) 

PM6-188 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4069 

 

PM6-189 See the response to comment PM6-124. 

PM6-190 Section 4.11.2 includes our noise analysis. 

PM6-191 See the response to comment CO66-56. PM6-189 

PM6-190 

PM6-191 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4070 

 

PM6-192 See the response to comment PM1-53 regarding property values.  Also see 
the response to comment LO35-1.  See the response to comment PM1-108 
regarding impacts on the local economy.  See the response to comment LO35-
1 regarding impacts on tourism. 

PM6-191 
(cont’d) 

PM6-192 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4071 

  
  

PM6-192 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4072 

 

PM6-193 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-5. 

PM6-194 Comment noted. 

PM6-193 

PM6-194 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4073 

  
PM6-195 Comment noted. 

PM6-196 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3 and GW-10. 
PM6-194 
(cont’d) 

PM6-195 

PM6-196 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4074 

 

PM6-197 Adequacy of emergency responders is addressed in section 4.9.4. 

PM6-198 Comment noted. 

PM6-199 See the response to comment CO46-1. PM6-196 
(cont’d) 

PM6-197 

PM6-198 

PM6-199 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4075 

  
PM6-200 Comment noted. 

PM6-201 See the response to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM6-202 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 
PM6-199 
(cont’d) 

PM6-200 

PM6-201 

PM6-202 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4076 

 

  

PM6-202 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4077 

  
PM6-203 Comment noted. 

PM6-203 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4078 

 

PM6-204 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-203 
(cont’d 

PM6-204 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4079 

 

PM6-205 We disagree.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-206 FERC’s conclusions in the EIS are based on experience with 1,000s of miles 
of pipeline projects throughout the United States along with the mitigation 
measures proposed by Atlantic and DETI; federal, state, and local agencies; 
and subject matter experts and our staff. 

PM6-204 
(cont’d) 

PM6-205 

PM6-206 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4080 

  
PM6-207 Regarding the inadequacy of FERC's Health Impact Assessment, FERC staff 

did not conduct a Health Impact Assessment as part of this project.  Our 
analysis of impacts on human health or the environment (including social and 
economic aspects) finds that impacts on these resources would be minor. 

PM6-208 Comment noted. 

PM6-206 
(cont’d) 

PM6-207 

PM6-208 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4081 

 

PM6-209 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-210 See the responses to comments CO66-2 and CO55-6.  
PM6-208 
(cont’d) 

PM6-209 

PM6-210 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4082 

  
PM6-211 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-211 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4083 

 

PM6-212 See the responses to comments PM4-123 and CO49-1.  

PM6-212 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4084 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4085 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4086 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4087 

 

PM6-213 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM6-213 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4088 

 

PM6-214 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-213 
(cont’d) 

PM6-214 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4089 

  
PM6-215 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4 and GEO-10. 

PM6-216 Comment noted. 
PM6-215 

PM6-216 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4090 

 

PM6-217 Comment noted. 

PM6-218 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM6-217 

PM6-218 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4091 

  
PM6-219 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (John A. Cruickshank) in 

tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-219 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4092 

 

  

PM6-219 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4093 

  
PM6-220 Comment noted. 

PM6-220 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4094 

 

PM6-221 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM6-220 
(cont’d) 

PM6-221 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4095 

  
PM6-222 Comment noted. 

PM6-223 See the response to comment PM1-53 for discussion of property values.  See 
the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation and 
tourism.  See the response to comment PM6-72 for discussion of Wintergreen 
Resort.  See the response to comment CO30-5 for discussion of impacts on 
local economy and local businesses. 

PM6-222 

PM6-223 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4096 

 

  

PM6-223 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4097 

 

PM6-224 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0108 (Jo Ann Armstrong) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-224 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4098 

  
  

PM6-224 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4099 

 

PM6-225 Our conclusion in the final EIS remains unchanged from the draft EIS. 

PM6-226 See the response to comment SA08-252. PM6-224 
(cont’d) 

PM6-225 

PM6-226 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4100 

  
PM6-227 We have considered the flooding and stream restorations along the South Fork 

on your property.  We find the proposed route acceptable. 
PM6-226 
(cont’d) 

PM6-227 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4101 

 

PM6-228 See the responses to comments CO48-2 and LO22-5. 

PM6-228 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4102 

  
  

PM6-228 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4103 

 

PM6-229 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Brian Moss) in tables Z-
1 and Z-2. 

PM6-230 See the responses to comment letter LO43. 

PM6-229 

PM6-230 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4104 

  
  

PM6-230 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4105 

 

  

PM6-230 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4106 

 

PM6-231 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0108 (Katherine P. Versluys) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-231  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4107 

  
PM6-232 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0108 (Susan McSwain) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-231 
(cont’d) 

PM6-232 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4108 

 

  

PM6-232 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4109 

  
PM6-233 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0108 (Thomas Eick) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-232 
(cont’d) 

PM6-233 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4110 

 

  

PM6-233 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4111 

  
PM6-234 The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was 

consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  FERC considers 
and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the format they are 
presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).  See also the response to 
comment CO6-1. 

PM6-233 
(cont’d) 

PM6-234 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4112 

 

PM6-235 FS response:  The effects on slopes for NFS lands are described in section 
4.1.6 - Geology. Mitigation measures are included in the draft COM Plan 
(appendix G). Fragmentation is described in Section 4.5.6-Habitat 
Fragmentation and Edge Effects. One action that may help reduce 
fragmentation effects is to create more of a transitional effect between the 
maintained 10-foot-wide herbaceous cover over the pipeline toward the edge 
of the operational corridor with shrubs and shallow-rooted trees.  Biological 
surveys for both forests are addressed in section 4.6-Aquatics, section 4.7-
Special Status Species and appendix R-FS Managed Species. 

PM6-234 
(cont’d) 

PM6-235 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4113 

  
PM6-236 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Suzanne Evans Morris) 

in tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-236 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4114 

 

  

PM6-236 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4115 

 

  

PM6-236 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4116 

  
PM6-237 See the responses to comments CO48-2, LO62-6, and LO22-5. 

PM6-236 
(cont’d) 

PM6-237 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4117 

 

  

PM6-237 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4118 

  
PM6-238 Comment noted. 

PM6-239 The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 
ACP and SHP.  Past issues related to Dominion are outside the scope of this 
EIS.  The topic of financial liability is also outside the scope of this EIS and 
is more properly addressed in legal forums.    

PM6-238 

PM6-239 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4119 

 

PM6-240 Comment noted. 

PM6-241 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Peter R. Hanchak) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-240 

PM6-241 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4120 

  
  

PM6-241 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4121 

 

PM6-242 Comment noted. 

PM6-241 
(cont’d) 

PM6-242 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4122 

  
PM6-243 See the responses to comment letter LO52. 

PM6-242 
(cont’d) 

PM6-243 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4123 

 

  

PM6-243 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4124 

 

  

PM6-243 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4125 

  
PM6-244 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

PM6-245 Section 3 includes our analysis of, and conclusions regarding, system 
alternatives, consideration of renewable energy options, and the no-action 
alternative. 

PM6-243 
(cont’d) 

PM6-244 

PM6-245 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4126 

 

  

PM6-245 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4127 

  
PM6-246 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM6-247 See the response to comment PM6-207. 

PM6-248 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. PM6-245 
(cont’d) 

PM6-246 

PM6-247 

PM6-248 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4128 

 

PM6-249 The longer route was chosen.   

PM6-250 Section 4.12.1 has been revised with additional discussion of Atlantic’s 
coordination with local emergency response providers and the development 
of its Operational Emergency Response Plans, which would address 
evacuation requirements in the event of an incident along the pipeline. 

PM6-248 

PM6-249 

PM6-250 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4129 

  
PM6-251 See the responses to comments CO48-2 and LO22-5. 

PM6-252 The purpose and scope of this EIS is focused on the environmental impacts 
of ACP and SHP; however, we consider in section 4.13 the cumulative impact 
that other projects in the region, including other FERC jurisdictional projects 
(e.g., MVP), may have in conjunction with ACP and SHP.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-250 
(cont’d) 

PM6-251 

PM6-252 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4130 

 

PM6-253 See the response to comment CO30-5 for discussion of impacts on local 
businesses.  See the response to comment PM6-124 for discussion of 
easement and compensation negotiations.   

PM6-253 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4131 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4132 

 

PM6-254 Comment noted. 

PM6-254 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4133 

 

PM6-255 Section 4.5.6 provides a revised discussion of forest fragmentation, and 
section 4.7.1 has been updated with additional information on ESA-listed, 
proposed, and under review species. 

PM6-256 Comment noted. 

PM6-257 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM6-258 See the response to comment CO67-15. 

PM6-255 

PM6-256 

PM6-257 

PM6-258 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4134 

  
PM6-259 Comment noted. 

PM6-260 See the response to comment CO66-52. 

PM6-261 Comment noted. 
PM6-259 

PM6-260 

PM6-261 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4135 

 

PM6-262 Comment noted. 

PM6-261 
(cont’d) 

PM6-262 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4136 

  
PM6-263 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Jessica Sims) in tables Z-

1 and Z-2. 

PM6-262 
(cont’d) 

PM6-263 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4137 

 

  

PM6-263 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4138 

  
PM6-264 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0107 (Megan Sprague) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM6-263 
(cont’d) 

PM6-264 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4139 

 

  

PM6-264 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4140 

  
PM6-265 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM6-264 
(cont’d) 

PM6-265 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4141 

 

PM6-266 The referenced resources are discussed in sections 4.3.2 (surface waters), 
4.3.3 (wetlands), and 4.13.3.12 (climate change). 

PM6-267 Comment noted. 

PM6-268 The purpose and scope of this EIS is focused on the environmental impacts 
of ACP and SHP; however, we consider in section 4.13 the cumulative impact 
that other projects in the region, including other FERC jurisdictional projects 
(e.g., MVP), may have in conjunction with ACP and SHP.  See also the 
response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-266 

PM6-267 

PM6-268 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4142 

 

PM6-269 Comment noted.  Section 4.2.3 describes the mitigation measures that would 
be implemented during construction and restoration to prevent erosion along 
the route. 

PM6-270 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM6-271 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

PM6-269 

PM6-270 

PM6-271 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4143 

  
PM6-272 See the response to comment PM6-125. 

PM6-272 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM6 – Public Comment Session in Lovingston, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4144 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4145 

  
 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4146 

 

PM7-1 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Lynne E. Euse) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-1 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4147 

   
  

PM7-1 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4148 

 

PM7-2 Comment noted. 

PM7-1 
(cont’d) 

PM7-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4149 

  
PM7-3 See the response to comment PM1-53 for discussion of property values.  See 

the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation and 
tourism.   

PM7-2 
(cont’d) 

PM7-3 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4150 

 

PM7-4 Comment noted. 

PM7-5 Comment noted. 
PM7-3 
(cont’d) 

PM7-4 

PM7-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4151 

  
PM7-6 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Valerie Serrels) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-6 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4152 

 

  

PM7-6 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4153 

 

PM7-7 As stated in section 4.8.1.1, most land uses would be allowed to revert to 
preconstruction conditions, including agricultural land.  Also see the 
responses to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 

PM7-8 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-11. 

PM7-9 This is not accurate.  As discussed in revised section 4.12.1, Atlantic and 
DETI have stated that normal farm equipment may cross the pipeline without 
prior notification from landowners.  In addition, Atlantic and DETI would 
discuss provisions to ensure emergency responders have access.  

PM7-10 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM7-11 Section 4.8.3 discusses impacts on existing residences.  Also see the response 
to comment CO8-1.  

PM7-6 
(cont’d) 

PM7-7 

PM7-8 

PM7-9 

PM7-10 

PM7-11 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4154 

  
PM7-12 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM7-13 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-14 Comment noted. 

PM7-15 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

  

PM7-11 
(cont’d) 

PM7-12 

PM7-13 

PM7-14 

PM7-15 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4155 

 

PM7-16 FS response:  The comment is noted.  Habitat fragmentation is specifically 
addressed in EIS section 4.5.6.  Other impacts associated with converting 
forested areas to a grassy opening are found in applicable additional sections 
of section 4. PM7-15 

(cont’d) 

PM7-16 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4156 

  
PM7-17 Comment noted. 

PM7-16 
(cont’d) 

PM7-17 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4157 

 

PM7-18 These impacts are assessed in section 4.3.2.6. 

PM7-18 

PM7-17 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4158 

  
PM7-19 Comment noted. 

PM7-18 
(cont’d) 

PM7-19 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4159 

 

PM7-20 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM7-21 See the response to comment LO22-5. 
PM7-20 

PM7-21 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4160 

 

  

PM7-21 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4161 

  
PM7-22 Comment noted. 

PM7-22 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4162 

 

PM7-23 Comment noted. 

PM7-24 Section 4.1 includes our analysis of karst, and section 4.3.1 includes our 
analysis of groundwater.  See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM7-22 
(cont’d) 

PM7-23 

PM7-24 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4163 

  
PM7-25 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM7-26 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-24 
(cont’d) 

PM7-25 

PM7-26 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4164 

 

PM7-27 As discussed in section 4.9.6, construction activities in the ACP and SHP 
study area would result in temporary effects to local transportation 
infrastructure and vehicle traffic, including damage to local roads caused by 
heavy machinery and materials.  Atlantic and DETI would coordinate with 
state and local departments of transportation and land-managing agencies to 
obtain the required permits to operate trucks on public roads.  Atlantic and 
DETI would also coordinate with landowners and tenants in the areas where 
local, private roadways may be impacted during construction.  Atlantic and 
DETI would coordinate with appropriate transportation authorities to assess 
the need for road repair after construction of the projects. 

Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for restoring roads in accordance 
with permit conditions and as requested by landowners or agencies, and 
would periodically inspect roads near crossings and make repairs as necessary 
to damages caused by construction activities.   

PM7-26 
(cont’d) 

PM7-27 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4165 

  
PM7-28 Comment noted. 

PM7-29 These potential impacts are discussed in section 4.3.2.6. 

PM7-30 See the response to comment CO29-1 regarding GHG data. 
PM7-28 

PM7-29 

PM7-30 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4166 

 

PM7-31 See the response to comment PM4-123. 

PM7-30 
(cont’d) 

PM7-31 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4167 

 

PM7-32 See the response to comment CO66-2. 

PM7-33 Comment noted. 

PM7-32 

PM7-31 
(cont’d) 

PM7-33 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4168 

  
PM7-34 Comment noted. 

PM7-35 Comment noted. 

PM7-36 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2, GEO-3, and GW-5. PM7-34 

PM7-35 

PM7-36 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4169 

 

  

PM7-36 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4170 

  
  

PM7-36 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4171 

 

PM7-37 Refer to section 3 of the EIS. 

PM7-38 The purpose and scope of this EIS is focused on the environmental impacts 
of ACP and SHP; however, we consider in section 4.13 the cumulative impact 
that other projects in the region, including other FERC jurisdictional projects 
(e.g., MVP), may have in conjunction with ACP and SHP.   

PM7-36 
(cont’d) 

PM7-37 

PM7-38 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4172 

  
PM7-39 We are unaware of any Nature Conservancy preserves that would be impacted 

by either ACP or SHP.  ACP would not impact any Natural Area Preserves in 
Virginia, although it would cross 18 conservation sites, which are discussed 
in section 4.4.2.2.   

PM7-40 FS response:  The effects on wildlife on NFS lands are described in EIS 
section 4.5.9.  Other broader wildlife impacts that can be evaluated across the 
proposed line, regardless of land ownership, are addressed throughout section 
4.5. 

PM7-39 

PM7-40 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4173 

 

PM7-41 As discussed in section 2.7, any future project or change in project facilities 
would need additional FERC authorization (which would also require 
additional environmental review).  See also the response to comment CO46-
1. PM7-41 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4174 

 

PM7-42 Comment noted. 

PM7-43 See the responses to accession no. 20170306-0058 (Linda H. Williams) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. PM7-42 

PM7-43 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4175 

  
  

PM7-43 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4176 

 

PM7-44 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-44 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4177 

  
PM7-45 Comment noted. 

PM7-46 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO18-1. 
PM7-45 

PM7-46 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4178 

 

  

PM7-46 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4179 

  
PM7-47 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM7-48 See the responses to comments CO68-12 and CO80-8. 
PM7-46 
(cont’d) 

PM7-47 

PM7-48 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4180 

 

PM7-49 Comment noted. 

PM7-48 
(cont’d) 

PM7-49 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4181 

 

PM7-50 Comment noted. 

PM7-51 Comment noted.  Methane in karst is discussed in Section 4.2.1.7. 
PM7-50 

PM7-51 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4182 

  
PM7-52 Comment noted. 

PM7-51 
(cont’d) 

PM7-52 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4183 

 

PM7-53 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-11. 

PM7-54 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-55 Comment noted. 
PM7-53 

PM7-54 

PM7-55 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4184 

  
PM7-56 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM7-57 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-58 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-11. 
PM7-55 
(cont’d) 

PM7-56 

PM7-57 

PM7-58 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4185 

 

PM7-59 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2 and GEO-3. 

PM7-60 Comment noted. 

PM7-61 Comment noted. 

PM7-59 

PM7-58 
(cont’d) 

PM7-60 

PM7-61 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4186 

  
PM7-62 Socioeconomic impacts of ACP and SHP, including benefits, are discussed in 

section 4.9.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-62 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4187 

 

PM7-63 FS response:  See the response to comment LO49-3.  Section 28 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, allows the use of NFS lands for 
pipelines.  The FS continues to work with Atlantic to develop mitigation and 
restoration measures and monitoring procedures to minimize the impacts on 
NFS resources as described in the draft COM Plan (EIS appendix G). 

PM7-64 Comment noted. 

PM7-65 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-63 

PM7-62 
(cont’d) 

PM7-64 

PM7-65 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4188 

 

PM7-66 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-1 and GW-5.  Atlantic would be 
required to monitor the pipeline following federal regulations as discussed in 
section 4.12.1. 

PM7-67 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Emily Singer) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-65 
(cont’d) 

PM7-66 

PM7-67 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4189 

  
  

PM7-67 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4190 

 

  

PM7-67 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4191 

  
PM7-68 Atlantic and DETI would be legally required to ensure their projects follow 

the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in their 
respective applications and supplements, including responses to staff data 
requests and as identified in the EIS, unless modified by any Order.  Failure 
to meet certain performance standards would result in issuance of 
noncompliance reports and, if the violation is repeated, could result in a stop-
work order or enforcement actions by the FERC.  If a company does not meet 
the conditions or regulations that apply to the project, FERC has authority to 
refer the matter to its Office of Enforcement. 

Should a landowner have questions or issues, FERC encourages the use of 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure, which 
would be mailed to each affected landowner prior to construction.  In addition, 
the FERC’s Landowner Helpline can be utilized in the event Atlantic’s or 
DETI’s response is not satisfactory to the landowner. 

PM7-67 
(cont’d) 

PM7-68 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4192 

 

  

PM7-68 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4193 

  
  

PM7-68 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4194 

 

PM7-69 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Malcolm Cameron) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-69 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4195 

 

PM7-70 See the response to comment CO46-1.  Section 4.3.1 includes our discussion 
of groundwater.  Section 4.12 includes our discussion of reliability and safety. 

PM7-69 
(cont’d) 

PM7-70 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4196 

  
PM7-71 Section 3.3.8 analyzes route alternatives to the south.  We did not find these 

routes preferable to the proposed route.  

PM7-70 
(cont’d) 

PM7-71 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4197 

 

PM7-72 See the responses to comments CO29-2 and CO55-3. 

PM7-72 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4198 

  
  

PM7-72 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4199 

 

PM7-73 Comment noted. 

PM7-74 Comment noted. 

PM7-75 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO46-1. PM7-73 

PM7-74 

PM7-75 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4200 

  
PM7-76 Comment noted. 

PM7-75 
(cont’d) 

PM7-76 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4201 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4202 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4203 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4204 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4205 

  
PM7-77 See the responses to comment letter LO54. 

PM7-77 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4206 

 

  

PM7-77 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4207 

  
PM7-78 Comment noted. 

PM7-77 
(cont’d) 

PM7-78 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4208 

 

PM7-79 Comment noted. 

PM7-79 

PM7-78 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4209 

 

PM7-80 FS response:  Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
allows the use of NFS lands for pipelines.  The FS continues to work with 
Atlantic to develop mitigation and restoration measures and monitoring 
procedures to minimize the impacts on NFS resources as described in the draft 
COM Plan (EIS appendix G).   

FERC response:  See also the responses to comments SA08-252, CO3-1, and 
CO10-3. 

PM7-81 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM7-82 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM7-81 

PM7-80 

PM7-82 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4210 

  
PM7-83 See the responses to comment letter LO51. 

PM7-82 
(cont’d) 

PM7-83 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4211 

 

  

PM7-83 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4212 

  
  

PM7-83 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4213 

 

PM7-84 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM7-85 Comment noted. 

PM7-86 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM7-84 

PM7-85 

PM7-86 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4214 

  
PM7-87 Comment noted. 

PM7-88 We disagree that no additional gas supplies are needed, and that the Transco 
system would support the project’s purpose and need. 

PM7-89 See the response to comment CO85-7. 
PM7-87 

PM7-88 

PM7-89 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4215 

 

PM7-90 Comment noted.  Section 4.1 discusses geological resources, section 4.3.2 
discusses surface waters, and section 3 provides our analysis of alternatives 
to the proposed projects. PM7-89 

(cont’d) 

PM7-90 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4216 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4217 

  
PM7-91 Comment noted. 

PM7-92 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other 
applicable requirements.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed project.  
Section 4.9 of the EIS provides our analysis of socioeconomics impacts – 
people, economy, places – in the study area. 

PM7-91 

PM7-92 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4218 

 

PM7-93 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM7-94 Comment noted. 

PM7-93 

PM7-92 
(cont’d) 

PM7-94 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4219 

  
PM7-95 Comment noted. 

PM7-96 See the response to comment CO29-2. 
PM7-94 
(cont’d) 

PM7-95 

PM7-96 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4220 

 

PM7-97 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Lorne Stockman) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-96 
(cont’d) 

PM7-97 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4221 

  
  

PM7-97 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4222 

 

  

PM7-97 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4223 

 

  

PM7-97 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4224 

  
PM7-98 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-1. 

PM7-99 Comment noted. 
PM7-97 
(cont’d) 

PM7-98 

PM7-99 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4225 

 

PM7-100 Impacts on public services during construction, including local law 
enforcement, are discussed in section 4.9.4. 

PM7-99 
(cont’d) 

PM7-100 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4226 

  
PM7-101 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Ruth Jost) in tables Z-1 

and Z-2. 

PM7-100 
(cont’d) 

PM7-101 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4227 

 

PM7-102 Comment noted. 

PM7-101 
(cont’d) 

PM7-102 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4228 

  
PM7-103 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM7-102 
(cont’d) 

PM7-103 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4229 

 

PM7-104 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1 and GEO-2. 

PM7-103 
(cont’d) 

PM7-104 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4230 

 

PM7-105 See the responses to comments LO62-6 and CO48-2. 

PM7-106 There will be oversight as described in EIS section 2.5. 
PM7-104 
(cont’d) 

PM7-105 

PM7-106 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4231 

  
PM7-107 Comment noted. 

PM7-108 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
PM7-106 
(cont’d) 

PM7-107 

PM7-108 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4232 

 

PM7-109 Comment noted. 

PM7-109 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4233 

  
PM7-110 Comment noted. 

PM7-110 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4234 

 

  

PM7-110 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4235 

  
PM7-111 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Bill Francisco) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-110 
(cont’d) 

PM7-111 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4236 

 

PM7-112 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-113 Comment noted. 

PM7-114 Comment noted. 

PM7-115 Comment noted. 

PM7-116 Section 4.11.2 includes our noise analysis.   

PM7-111 
(cont’d) 

PM7-112 

PM7-113 

PM7-114 

PM7-115 

PM7-116 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4237 

 

PM7-117 As discussed in section 4.12, ACP and SHP would be constructed and 
operated in accordance with the DOT safety regulations under 49 CFR 192, 
which specifies material selection and qualification; minimum design 
requirements; and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric 
corrosion.  In addition, cathodic protection would be installed along the entire 
length of the new pipelines to prevent corrosion.  Further, internal inspection 
tools (e.g., pigs) would be regularly sent through the pipeline to check for 
corrosion and irregularities in accordance with DOT requirements.  Atlantic 
and DETI would be required to keep detailed records of all inspections and 
supplement the corrosion protection system as necessary to meet the 
requirements of 49 CFR 192.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-118 Comment noted.  

PM7-119 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-120 Comment noted. 

PM7-121 Comment noted. 

PM7-117 

PM7-118 

PM7-119 

PM7-120 

PM7-121 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4238 

  
PM7-122 Comment noted. 

PM7-123 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-124 See the response to comment CO85-7. 
PM7-121 
(cont’d) 

PM7-122 

PM7-123 

PM7-124 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4239 

 

PM7-125 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2 and GEO-3. 

PM7-126 Comment noted. 
PM7-124 
(cont’d) 

PM7-125 

PM7-126 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4240 

  
  

PM7-126 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4241 

 

PM7-127 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (George Sproul) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-127 

PM7-126 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4242 

 

  

PM7-127 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4243 

  
PM7-128 Comment noted. 

PM7-129 Comment noted. 

PM7-130 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Carter M. Douglas) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-128 

PM7-129 

PM7-130 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4244 

 

  

PM7-130 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4245 

  
PM7-131 Comment noted. 

PM7-130 
(cont’d) 

PM7-131 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4246 

 

  

PM7-131 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4247 

 

PM7-132 Comment noted. 

PM7-131 
(cont’d) 

PM7-132 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4248 

  
  

PM7-132 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4249 

 

PM7-133 Comment noted. 

PM7-132 
(cont’d) 

PM7-133 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4250 

  
PM7-134 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM7-135 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM7-133 
(cont’d) 

PM7-134 

PM7-135 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4251 

 

PM7-136 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-137 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Dreana Anderson) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-135 
(cont’d) 

PM7-136 

PM7-137 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4252 

 

  

PM7-137 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4253 

  
  

PM7-137 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4254 

 

  

PM7-137 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4255 

  
PM7-138 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Joshua Vana) in tables Z-

1 and Z-2. 

PM7-138 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4256 

 

PM7-139 Comment noted. 

PM7-140 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM7-141 See the responses to comment letter LO55. 

PM7-138 
(cont’d) 

PM7-139 

PM7-140 

PM7-141 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4257 

 

PM7-142 Comment noted. 

PM7-143 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Sandy Greene) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. PM7-141 

(cont’d) 

PM7-142 

PM7-143 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4258 

  
  

PM7-143 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4259 

 

  

PM7-143 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4260 

  
PM7-144 Comment noted. 

PM7-144 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4261 

 

  

PM7-144 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4262 

 

PM7-145 Comment noted. 
PM7-144 
(cont’d) 

PM7-145 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4263 

 

PM7-146 Comment noted. 

PM7-145 
(cont’d) 

PM7-146 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4264 

 

PM7-147 Comments noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM7-146 
(cont’d) 

PM7-147 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4265 

  
PM7-148 Comment noted. 

PM7-147 
(cont’d) 

PM7-148 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4266 

 

PM7-149 Comment noted. 

PM7-148 
(cont’d) 

PM7-149 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4267 

 

  

PM7-149 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4268 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4269 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4270 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4271 

 

PM7-150 See the response to comment LO74-1. 

PM7-150 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4272 

 

PM7-151 The table has been updated to identify the access road. 

PM7-152 We are aware your driveway, proposed as an access road, crosses the stream. 

PM7-153 The well is discussed in section 4.3.1.4. 

PM7-154 Table 3.5-1 has been updated to include the route revision.   

PM7-155 We disagree.  We use the “best information available” if survey access has 
not been granted.  This is completely consistent with NEPA and in no way 
invalidates the EIS.  We make every effort to update details as we are made 
aware, whether that be between the draft and final versions of the EIS, or 
updating the docket after issuance of the final EIS.  See also the response to 
comment CO6-1. 

PM7-156 Comment noted.  

PM7-151 

PM7-150 
(cont’d) 

PM7-152 

PM7-153 

PM7-154 

PM7-155 

PM7-156 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4273 

  
PM7-157 Comment noted. 

PM7-158 Comment noted. 

PM7-157 

PM7-158 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4274 

 

  

PM7-158 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4275 

  
PM7-159 Comment noted. 

PM7-160 Section 4.8.3 discusses residential construction measures, including 
Atlantic’s commitment to complete septic system repairs.  Also see the 
response to comment PM7-68. 

PM7-158 
(cont’d) 

PM7-159 

PM7-160 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4276 

 

PM7-161 Comment noted. 

PM7-160 
(cont’d) 

PM7-161 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4277 

 

PM7-162 See the response to comment PM7-160.  Regarding the commentor’s 
questions, see the response to comment CO8-1.   

PM7-162 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4278 

  
PM7-163 Atlantic's and DETI's proposed construction schedule is provided in section 

2.4.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-162 
(cont’d) 

PM7-163 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4279 

 

PM7-164 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM7-165 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-3. 

PM7-166 Comment noted. 

PM7-163 
(cont’d) 

PM7-164 

PM7-165 

PM7-166 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4280 

  
  

PM7-166 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4281 

 

  

PM7-166 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4282 

 

PM7-167 Comment noted.  See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM7-167 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4283 

  
PM7-168 Comment noted. 

PM7-169 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
PM7-167 
(cont’d) 

PM7-168 

PM7-169 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4284 

 

  

PM7-169 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4285 

  
PM7-170 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM7-170 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4286 

 

PM7-171 The Atlantic Sunrise Project is too far away to serve as a reasonable 
alternative to the proposed ACP and SHP. 

PM7-172 Comments noted.  See also the response to comment LO18.1. PM7-170 
(cont’d) 

PM7-171 

PM7-172 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4287 

 

PM7-173 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM7-174 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3 and GW-3. 

PM7-175 Section 4.11.1 addresses air quality, including methane leaks.  
PM7-172 
(cont’d) 

PM7-173 

PM7-174 

PM7-175 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4288 

  
PM7-176 Section 4.8.9.1 discusses the ANST crossing. 

PM7-177 Comment noted. 

PM7-178 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Mike Smith) in tables Z-
1 and Z-2. 

PM7-176 

PM7-177 

PM7-178 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4289 

 

  

PM7-178 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4290 

  
PM7-179 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Diane Orndoff) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-178 
(cont’d) 

PM7-179 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4291 

 

  

PM7-179 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4292 

 

PM7-180 Comment noted.  We have taken flooding into consideration. 

PM7-181 As discussed in section 5.2, we are recommending that our mitigation 
measures (i.e., “recommendations” in the text of the EIS) be attached as 
conditions to any authorizations issued by the Commission.  Atlantic and 
DETI would be required to comply with all conditions issued by the 
Commission. 

PM7-182 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-180  

PM7-181 

PM7-182 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4293 

  
PM7-183 FS response:  ACP would be required to pay for the timber to be harvested 

from construction of the pipeline or use of access roads.  The draft COM Plan 
(appendix G) describes how the acres of construction corridor that would not 
be managed long-term as part of the pipeline right-of-way would be 
revegetated.    

FERC response:  Section 4.8.1.1 includes discussion related to timber removal 
on the Seneca State Forest. 

PM7-184 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Molsie A. Petty) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2.  

PM7-182 
(cont’d 

PM7-183 

PM7-184 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4294 

 

  

PM7-184 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4295 

  
  

PM7-184 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4296 

 

PM7-185 Comment noted. 

PM7-184 
(cont’d) 

PM7-185 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4297 

 

  

PM7-185 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4298 

  
PM7-186 Comment noted. 

PM7-185 
(cont’d) 

PM7-186 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4299 

 

PM7-187 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-188 Comment noted. 

PM7-187 

PM7-186 
(cont’d) 

PM7-188 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4300 

  
PM7-189 Comment noted. 

PM7-189 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4301 

 

PM7-190 Comment noted. 

PM7-189 
(cont’d) 

PM7-190 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4302 

 

PM7-191 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Michael A. Godfrey) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-191 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4303 

  
PM7-192 Comment noted. 

PM7-191 
(cont’d) 

PM7-192 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4304 

 

PM7-193 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Lynette Cripe) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-194 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Justin Sarafin) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-192 
(cont’d) 

PM7-193 

PM7-194 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4305 

  
  

PM7-194 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4306 

 

  

PM7-194 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4307 

 

PM7-195 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM7-196 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to include discussion of potential safety 
impacts from heavy farm equipment and other large vehicles crossing the 
pipeline in open areas (i.e., not at road crossings). 

PM7-194 
(cont’d) 

PM7-195 

PM7-196 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4308 

  
PM7-197 Comment noted. 

PM7-198 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-2. 

PM7-199 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-200 Compensation for losses resulting from construction, which may include 
losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages to property during 
construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would not be permitted on 
the permanent right-of-way after construction, would be determined during 
the easement negotiation process discussed in section 4.8.2.  Landowners 
have the opportunity to request that site-specific factors and/or development 
plans for their property be considered during easement negotiations, and that 
specific measures be taken into account. 

PM7-196 
(cont’d) 

PM7-197 

PM7-198 
PM7-199 

PM7-200 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4309 

 

PM7-201 As discussed in section 4.8.2, Atlantic and DETI would negotiate easement 
agreements with private landowners, including agricultural land owners, 
affected by ACP and SHP.  An easement agreement between a company and 
a private landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from 
construction, including losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages 
to property during construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would 
not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after construction.  
Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific factors and/or 
development plans for their property be considered during easement 
negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account. 

PM7-202 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments PM7-195 through PM7-202. 

PM7-200 
(cont’d) 

PM7-201 

PM7-202 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4310 

  
PM7-203 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2, GEO-3, GW-2, GW-4, and GW-5. 

PM7-204 Section 2.3.3.9 discusses construction near buried utilities.  Any maintenance 
activities along ACP and SHP during operation would follow the same 
procedures: prior to construction, Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction 
contractors would call the One-Call systems in each state/commonwealth, so 
that buried utilities may be identified and flagged before ground-disturbing 
activities.  In addition, as discussed in section 4.12.2, since 1982, operators 
(in this case, Atlantic and DETI) have been required to participate in One Call 
public utility programs in populated areas to minimize unauthorized 
excavation activities in the vicinity of pipelines.  The One Call program is a 
service used by public utilities and some private sector companies (e.g., oil 
pipelines and cable television) to provide preconstruction information to 
contractors or other maintenance workers on the underground location of 
pipes, cables, and culverts. 

PM7-205 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2 and GEO-11.  

PM7-203 

PM7-204 

PM7-205 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4311 

 

PM7-206 Comment noted. 

PM7-207 Comment noted. PM7-205 
(cont’d) 

PM7-206 

PM7-207 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4312 

 

PM7-208 Comment noted. 

PM7-209 Comment noted. 

PM7-208 

PM7-209 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4313 

  
PM7-210 Comment noted. 

PM7-211 Comment noted. 
PM7-210 

PM7-211 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4314 

 

PM7-212 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-211 
(cont’d) 

PM7-212 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4315 

  
  

PM7-212 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4316 

 

  

PM7-212 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4317 

 

PM7-213 See the responses to comments LO62-6 and LO22-5. 

PM7-213 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4318 

  
PM7-214 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2, GEO-3, and GW-1. 

PM7-215 Comment noted. 

PM7-216 See the response to comment CO70-2.  
PM7-213 
(cont’d) 

PM7-214 

PM7-215 

PM7-216 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4319 

 

PM7-217 Comment noted. 

PM7-218 Comment noted. 
PM7-216 
(cont’d) 

PM7-217 

PM7-218 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4320 

  
PM7-219 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-218 
(cont’d) 

PM7-219 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4321 

 

PM7-220 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (George and Carol Taylor) 
in tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-220 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4322 

 

  

PM7-220 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4323 

  
PM7-221 Comment noted. 

PM7-222 Comment noted. 

PM7-223 Comment noted.  See the response to comment letter LO-77. 

PM7-221 

PM7-221 

PM7-223 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4324 

 

PM7-224 Section 4.3.2.7 has been updated to request a site-specific plan for this 
structure or to identify an alternative location for the structure.  

PM7-223 
(cont’d) 

PM7-224 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4325 

  
PM7-225 Comment noted. 

PM7-226 See the response to comment LO77-9. 
PM7-224 
(cont’d) 

PM7-225 

PM7-226 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4326 

 

  

PM7-236 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4327 

 

PM7-227 The water use and quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been revised to 
incorporate this and similar comments. 

PM7-228 Comment noted. 
PM7-226 
(cont’d) 

PM7-227 

PM7-228 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4328 

  
PM7-229 Section 4.8.3 discusses residential construction measures. 

PM7-230 Section 4.3.2.7 has been updated to request a site-specific plan for this 
structure or to identify an alternative location for the structure.  PM7-228 

(cont’d) 

PM7-229 

PM7-230 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4329 

 

  

PM7-230 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4330 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4331 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4332 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4333 

  
PM7-231 As discussed in section 4.12, ACP and SHP would be constructed and 

operated in accordance with the DOT’s safety regulations, which include pipe 
material specifications. 

PM7-231 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4334 

 

PM7-232 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments CO46-1, LO18-1, and 
LO22-5. 

PM7-232 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4335 

  
PM7-233 Comment noted. 

PM7-232 
(cont’d) 

PM7-233 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4336 

 

PM7-234 Comment noted. 

PM7-235 See the response to comment LO22-5. PM7-233 
(cont’d) 

PM7-234 

PM7-235 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4337 

 

PM7-236 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-237 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. PM7-236 

PM7-237 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4338 

  
  

PM7-237 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4339 

 

PM7-238 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Linda Perriello (Tom)) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-238 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4340 

  
PM7-239 Comment noted. 

PM7-238 
(cont’d) 

PM7-239 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4341 

 

  

PM7-239 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4342 

 

PM7-240 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2, GEO-11, GW-3, and GW-5. 

PM7-239 
(cont’d) 

PM7-240 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4343 

  
PM7-241 As discussed in section 4.12, ACP and SHP would be constructed and 

operated in accordance with the DOT safety regulations under 49 CFR 192, 
which specifies material selection and qualification; minimum design 
requirements; and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric 
corrosion.  In addition, cathodic protection would be installed along the entire 
length of the new pipelines to prevent corrosion.  Further, internal inspection 
tools (e.g., pigs) would be regularly sent through the pipeline to check for 
corrosion and irregularities in accordance with DOT requirements.  Atlantic 
and DETI would be required to keep detailed records of all inspections and 
supplement the corrosion protection system as necessary to meet the 
requirements of 49 CFR 192.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-240 
(cont’d) 

PM7-241 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4344 

 

PM7-242 Comment noted. 

PM7-243 Comments noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 
PM7-241 
(cont’d) 

PM7-242 

PM7-243 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4345 

  
PM7-244 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-243 
(cont’d) 

PM7-244 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4346 

 

PM7-245 Comment noted. 

PM7-246 Comment noted. 

PM7-247 Comment noted. 

PM7-248 See the response to comment PM7-204. 

PM7-249 Sections 4.4 and 4.5 discuss impacts on forested vegetation and wildlife 
habitat, respectively. 

PM7-245 

PM7-246 

PM7-247 

PM7-248 

PM7-249 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4347 

 

PM7-250 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM7-251 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM7-252 Comment noted. 

PM7-253 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and CO66-56. 

PM7-254 Comment noted. 

PM7-250 

PM7-251 

PM7-252 

PM7-253 

PM7-254 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4348 

  
PM7-255 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 

and tourism.  See the response to comment PM7-27 for discussion of impacts 
on road infrastructure. 

PM7-256 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and CO46-1. 

PM7-254 
(cont’d) 
PM7-255 

PM7-256 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4349 

 

PM7-257 We disagree.  As discussed in section 5.2, we are recommending that our 
mitigation measures (i.e., “recommendations” in the text of the EIS) be 
attached as conditions to any authorizations issued by the Commission.  
Atlantic and DETI would be required to comply with all conditions issued by 
the Commission.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-258 Comment noted. 

PM7-259 Section 3.3.8.3 analyzes a route that continues east.  However, we conclude 
that, although the route alternative would be shorter than the corresponding 
segment of the proposed route, the technical constraints and environmental impacts 
are notable, and therefore we find that it would not provide a significant 
environmental advantage and do not recommend that it be incorporated as part of 
the project.   

PM7-257 

PM7-258 

PM7-259 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4350 

  
PM7-260 Comment noted. 

PM7-261 Comment noted. 

  
PM7-259 
(cont’d) 

PM7-260 

PM7-261 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4351 

 

PM7-262 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM7-263 See the response to comment CO46-1. PM7-261 
(cont’d) 

PM7-262 

PM7-263 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4352 

 

PM7-264 Comment noted. 
PM7-263 
(cont’d) 

PM7-264 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4353 

  
PM7-265 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-266 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 
PM7-264 
(cont’d) 

PM7-266 

PM7-265 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4354 

 

PM7-267 We disagree.  See the responses to comments PM7-155 and CO6-1. 

  

  
PM7-266 
(cont’d) 

PM7-267 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4355 

  
  

PM7-267 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4356 

 

  

PM7-267 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4357 

 

PM7-268 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-269 See the response to comment CO6-1. PM7-268 

PM7-269 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4358 

  
PM7-270 Comment noted. 

PM7-269 
(cont’d) 

PM7-270 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4359 

 

PM7-271 See the response to comment PM7-63. 

PM7-272 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO166-3. 
PM7-270 
(cont’d) 

PM7-271 

PM7-272 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4360 

  
PM7-273 Comment noted. 

PM7-272 
(cont’d) 

PM7-273 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4361 

 

PM7-274 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Ashleigh Hobson) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-274 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4362 

 

PM7-275 Comments noted.  FERC’s mission statement, as stated on its website, is the 
following: “Assist consumers in obtaining reliable, efficient and sustainable 
energy services at a reasonable cost through appropriate regulatory and 
market means.”  FERC is not charged with protecting lands or resources but 
instead, through NEPA, to disclose the impacts associated with proposed 
action and, as necessary, recommending alternatives or measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-274 
(cont’d) 

PM7-275 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4363 

  
PM7-276 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0109 (Betty E. Clifton) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM7-275 
(cont’d) 

PM7-276 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4364 

 

  

PM7-276 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4365 

  
PM7-277 See the responses to accession no. 20170228-0074 (J.D. Cromer) in tables Z-

1 and Z-2. 

PM7-276 
(cont’d) 

PM7-277 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4366 

 

PM7-278 Comment noted. 

PM7-277 
(cont’d) 

PM7-278 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4367 

 

PM7-279 Comment noted. 

PM7-279 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4368 

  
PM7-280 Comment noted. 

PM7-279 
(cont’d) 

PM7-280 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4369 

 

  

PM7-280 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4370 

  
PM7-281 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM7-280 
(cont’d) 

PM7-281 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4371 

 

PM7-282 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM7-281 
(cont’d) 

PM7-282 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4372 

 

PM7-283 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-2. 

PM7-282 
(cont’d) 

PM7-283 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4373 

  
PM7-284 Section 4.12.1 discusses the measures that would be included in Atlantic's and 

DETI's emergency plans, which include procedures to minimize the hazards 
in a natural gas pipeline emergency, and monitoring during operation of the 
projects, including methods of leak detection.  In addition, as discussed in 
section 4.12.1, DOT regulations require that Atlantic and DETI establish and 
maintain a liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials and to 
coordinate mutual assistance and ensure that these services have the 
equipment and training necessary to respond to any emergencies related to 
ACP and SHP.  Atlantic and DETI would communicate with emergency 
responders on an annual basis.  Atlantic and DETI would also establish a 
continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government 
officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a natural gas 
pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate public officials.  See also the 
response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-285 Comment noted.  The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of ACP and SHP.   

PM7-286 Comment noted. 

PM7-287 See the response to comment CO85-7. 

PM7-283 
(cont’d) 

PM7-284 

PM7-285 

PM7-286 

PM7-287 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4374 

 

PM7-288 Comment noted. 

PM7-289 Sections 4.8.8 and 4.8.9 discuss impacts on visual resources, including any 
designated scenic areas, resulting from construction and operation of the 
project.   

PM7-287 
(cont’d) 

PM7-288 

PM7-289 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4375 

  
PM7-290 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2 and GEO-3. 

PM7-291 See the response to comment CO66-2. 
PM7-289 
(cont’d) 

PM7-290 

PM7-291 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4376 

 

PM7-292 See the response to comment PM7-063. 

PM7-293 Comment noted.  See also the responses to CO46-1 and LO18-1. 
PM7-291 
(cont’d) 

PM7-292 

PM7-293 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4377 

 

PM7-294 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-1. 

PM7-295 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM7-296 Comment noted. 
PM7-293 
(cont’d) 

PM7-294 

PM7-295 

PM7-296 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4378 

  
PM7-297 Comment noted. 

PM7-298 Comment noted. 
PM7-296 
(cont’d) 

PM7-297 

PM7-298 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM7 – Public Comment Session in Staunton, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4379 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4380 

  
 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4381 

 

PM8-1 Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality, including construction, 
operation, and fugitive pipeline emissions.  Section 4.12 discusses reliability 
and safety related to the projects.   

PM8-2 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Amanda McGuire) in 
tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-1 

PM8-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4382 

   
  

PM8-2 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4383 

 

  

PM8-2 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4384 

  
  

PM8-2 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4385 

 

PM8-3 See the response to comment CO6-1.  As discussed in section 5.2, we are 
recommending that our mitigation measures (i.e., “recommendations” in the 
text of the EIS) be attached as conditions to any authorizations issued by the 
Commission.  Atlantic and DETI would be required to comply with all 
conditions issued by the Commission.   

PM8-4 See the response to comment CO46-1. PM8-3 

PM8-4 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4386 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4387 

 

PM8-5 Section 4.3 includes our analysis of impacts on groundwater.  Section 4.12 
includes our analysis on safety. 

PM8-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4388 

 

  

PM8-5 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4389 

  
PM8-6 See the responses to comments LO62-6 and CO48-2.  In addition, as 

discussed in revised section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated they would 
discuss provisions to ensure emergency responders have access across the 
pipeline in open areas (i.e., not at road crossings).    

  

PM8-5 
(cont’d) 

PM8-6 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4390 

 

PM8-7 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-8 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1 and GEO-2. 

PM8-9 Comment noted. 

PM8-7 

PM8-6 
(cont’d) 

PM8-8 

PM8-9 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4391 

  
PM8-10 See the response to comment CO59-1. 

PM8-9 
(cont’d) 

PM8-10 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4392 

 

PM8-11 Flooding is discussed in sections 4.1.4.3 and 4.3.2.6.  Atlantic and DETI 
would comply with state-specific stormwater regulations and permit 
conditions, and have incorporated stormwater mitigation into their 
construction and restoration plans. 

PM8-12 Section 4.8.2 describes the general easement negotiation process. 

PM8-13 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-14 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-11 

PM8-12 

PM8-13 

PM8-14 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4393 

  
PM8-15 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM8-16 Comment noted.  

PM8-17 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GEO-5. PM8-14 
(cont’d) 

PM8-15 

PM8-16 

PM8-17 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4394 

 

PM8-18 The EIS does not state there will be no wetland impacts.  Our analysis of 
wetland impacts is presented in section 4.3.3.  Atlantic and DETI will copy 
FERC on the wetland mitigation plans that are submitted to the USACE and 
state regulatory agencies.  The mitigation plans must comply with Clean 
Water Act requirements.   

PM8-19 Section 4.7 provides a discussion of the impacts on sensitive species, 
including ESA-listed, proposed, and under review species; FS-managed 
species; and state-listed and rare species.  Additional details on FS-managed 
and state species are provided in appendices R and S, respectively.  

PM8-18 

PM8-17 
(cont’d) 

PM8-19 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4395 

 

PM8-20 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO70-2.  

PM8-21 Section 4.9.5 has been updated to correct this error. 

PM8-22 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM8-19 
(cont’d) 

PM8-20 

PM8-21 

PM8-22 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4396 

  
PM8-23 See the response to comment SA8-252. 

PM8-22 
(cont’d) 

PM8-23 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4397 

 

PM8-24 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM8-25 See the response to comment CO59-1. PM8-23 
(cont’d) 

PM8-24 

PM8-25 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4398 

  
PM8-26 See the response to comment CO82-2. 

PM8-27 Comment noted. 

PM8-28 Comment noted. 

PM8-25 
(cont’d) 

PM8-26 

PM8-27 

PM8-28 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4399 

 

PM8-29 See the response to comment PM7-27. 

PM8-28 
(cont’d) 

PM8-29 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4400 

  
PM8-30 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-1 and GW-5. 

PM8-31 Refer to section 4.4 for a discussion of the impacts on forested vegetation, and 
the mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce these impacts.  PM8-29 

(cont’d) 

PM8-30 

PM8-31 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4401 

 

PM8-32 See the responses to comments CO48-2, CO6-1, and CO46-1. 

PM8-32 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4402 

 

  

PM8-32 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4403 

  
PM8-33 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1, GEO-3, GW-8, and GW-9.  

PM8-32 
(cont’d) 

PM8-33 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4404 

 

PM8-34 See the response to comment PM7-27. 

PM8-34 

PM8-33 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4405 

  
PM8-35 Maintenance of the operational right-of-way is discussed in section 2.6.1.  See 

also the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM8-35 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4406 

 

PM8-36 Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the best in class measures that 
would be utilized in steep slope areas.  Section 5.6 of Atlantic’s and DETI’s 
Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan (appendix F) describes the methods that 
would be used to establish vegetation in steep slope areas.  Fast-growing cool 
season grasses would be used to help ensure faster soil stabilization.  
Permanent erosion control devices (i.e., slope breakers) designed to reduce 
runoff velocity, divert water from surface of the rights-of-way, and encourage 
retention of soils may be used, in addition to additional structural material 
(e.g., rocky or woody debris) to provide an anchor for revegetation and 
deposition of soil.  In addition to these measures, Atlantic and DETI would 
develop and implement other site-specific measures, where warranted, to 
address land movement, surface erosion, backfill erosion, general soil 
stability when backfilling the trench, and restoring the rights-of-way in steep 
slope areas.  

PM8-35 
(cont’d) 

PM8-36 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4407 

  
PM8-37 Comment noted. 

PM8-38 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM8-39 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-1 and GW-3. 

PM8-37 

PM8-38 

PM8-39 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4408 

 

  

PM8-39 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4409 

 

  

PM8-39 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4410 

  
PM8-40 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3 and GEO-10. 

PM8-40 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4411 

 

PM8-41 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-2.  Atlantic and DETI would be legally 
required to ensure their projects follow the applicable construction 
procedures, including the SPCC Plan, which limits locations where 
equipment refueling would be allowed. 

PM8-42 We have analyzed a route variation in this location as discussed in section 
3.4.3, and have determined the proposed route is acceptable. 

PM8-41 

PM8-42 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4412 

  
PM8-43 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM8-44 Comment noted. PM8-42 
(cont’d) 

PM8-43 

PM8-44 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4413 

 

PM8-45 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-5. 

PM8-44 
(cont’d) 

PM8-45 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4414 

  
PM8-46 Comment noted. 

PM8-46 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4415 

 

PM8-47 See the response to comment LO35-1 for discussion of impacts to tourism. 

PM8-48 Comment noted. 

PM8-47 

PM8-48 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4416 

 

PM8-49 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-4. 

PM8-50 Comment noted. 

PM8-51 See the response to comment LA23-1. 
PM8-48 
(cont’d) 

PM8-49 

PM8-50 

PM8-51 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4417 

  
PM8-52 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-1 and GW-5. 

PM8-51 
(cont’d) 

PM8-52 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4418 

 

PM8-53 Comment noted. 

PM8-54 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO46-1. 
PM8-52 
(cont’d) 

PM8-53 

PM8-54 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4419 

  
PM8-55 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Linda Holman) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-56 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Linda Brauer) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-54 
(cont’d) 

PM8-55 

PM8-56 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4420 

 

  

PM8-56 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4421 

  
  

PM8-56 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4422 

 

  

PM8-56 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4423 

 

PM8-57 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Nancy Sorrellis) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-56 
(cont’d) 

PM8-57 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4424 

  
  

PM8-57 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4425 

 

  

PM8-57 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4426 

  
  

PM8-57 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4427 

 

  

PM8-57 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4428 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4429 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4430 

 

PM8-58 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Michael W. and Beth E. 
Armstrong) in tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-58 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4431 

  
  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4432 

 

  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4433 

  
  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4434 

 

  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4435 

  
  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4436 

 

  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4437 

 

  

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4438 

  
PM8-59 Comment noted. 

PM8-58 
(cont’d) 

PM8-59 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4439 

 

PM8-60 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1, GW-1, and GW-7. 

PM8-60 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4440 

  
PM8-61 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM8-61 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4441 

 

PM8-62 Comment noted.  FERC’s mission statement, as stated on its website, is the 
following: “Assist consumers in obtaining reliable, efficient and sustainable 
energy services at a reasonable cost through appropriate regulatory and 
market means.”  FERC is not charged with protecting lands or resources but 
instead, through NEPA, to disclose the impacts associated with proposed 
action and, as necessary, recommending alternatives or measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts.  See also the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-63 See the responses to comments CO55-63 and CO66-2. 

PM8-64 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-62 

PM8-61 
(cont’d) 

PM8-63 

PM8-64 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4442 

  
PM8-65 See the response to comment CO59-1. 

PM8-66 Comment noted. 
PM8-64 
(cont’d) 

PM8-65 

PM8-66 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4443 

 

  

PM8-66 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4444 

 

  

PM8-66 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4445 

  
PM8-67 See the responses to comment letter LO164. 

PM8-67 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4446 

 

PM8-68 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Anne S. Bryan) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-69 It appears that karst surveys have been completed in your vicinity.  Section 
4.1.2.3 has been revised with additional discussion of the Burnsville Cove 
Conservation Area. 

PM8-67 
(cont’d) 

PM8-68 

PM8-69 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4447 

  
  

PM8-69 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4448 

 

PM8-70 Appendix E has been revised to identify access roads proposed as part of the 
project.   

PM8-71 Laurel Run is now presented as a perennial stream. 

PM8-72 Comment noted. 

PM8-69 
(cont’d) 

PM8-70 

PM8-71 

PM8-72 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4449 

  
PM8-73 Comment noted. 

PM8-74 See the responses to comment letter LO35. 

PM8-73 

PM8-74 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4450 

 

  

PM8-74 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4451 

 

PM8-75 Comment noted. 

PM8-74 
(cont’d) 

PM8-75 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4452 

  
PM8-76 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM8-77 Comment noted. 
PM8-75 
(cont’d) 

PM8-76 

PM8-77 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4453 

 

PM8-78 See the response to comment LO35-1 for discussion of impacts on tourism. 

PM8-77 
(cont’d) 

PM8-78 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4454 

  
PM8-79 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3 and GW-5. 

PM8-79  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4455 

 

PM8-80 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM8-80 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4456 

  
PM8-81 Section 4.8.8 describes the impacts on visual resources resulting from 

construction and operation of the project.  Section 4.9.7 includes a discussion 
of project impacts on property values. 

PM8-81 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4457 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4458 

 

PM8-82 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM8-82 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4459 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4460 

 

PM8-83 Your comment is acknowledged, and we refer you to section 3.3.4.2 of the 
EIS that states the current route may inherently have more generalized 
environmental impacts than the former route.  However, because the FS stated 
it could not approve the former route because of impacts on highly sensitive 
resources and because the former route would not be consistent with Forest 
Plan direction, we find that Atlantic’s originally proposed route through the 
National Forests would not meet the project objective (essentially resulting in 
the no-action alternative), and we do not recommend that it be incorporated 
as part of the project. 

PM8-84 See the response to comment CO80-8.  Atlantic and DETI would develop 
grazing deferment plans with willing landowners, grazing permittees, and 
land-managing agencies.  Pasture land and grazing practices would be 
allowed to continue during project operation, and landowners would have use 
of the permanent right-of-way, with some restrictions.   

PM8-83 

PM8-84 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4461 

  
PM8-85 We acknowledge that construction of the project could temporarily impact 

recreational uses of the river and your business.  Based on our experience, 
restoration would be completed within a few months after the pipeline is 
installed.  Because there is minimal riparian woody vegetation at this crossing, 
visual impacts would be minimal, and the aesthetic condition of this river 
reach would not be adversely affected.  Section 4.6.4 describes the potential 
impacts on aquatic resources, including trout species, and the mitigation 
measures that would be implemented.  Appendix K identifies the specific 
mitigation measures that would be applied at the Jackson River, which would 
include adherence to VDGIF TOYR for rainbow and brook trout.  

PM8-84 
(cont’d) 

PM8-85 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4462 

 

PM8-86 Section 4.8.8 describes the impacts on visual resources resulting from 
construction and operation of the project.   

PM8-87 Comment noted. 

PM8-88 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0105 (Winifred Stephenson and 
Eric Titcomb) in tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM8-86 

PM8-87 

PM8-88 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4463 

  
  

PM8-88 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4464 

 

  

PM8-88 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4465 

 

  

PM8-88 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4466 

  
 

  
PM8-88 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4467 

 

  

PM8-88 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4468 

  
PM8-89 Comment noted. 

PM8-88 
(cont’d) 

PM8-89 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4469 

 

PM8-90 Socioeconomic impacts of ACP and SHP, including benefits, are discussed in 
section 4.9.  See also the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM8-89 
(cont’d) 

PM8-90 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4470 

  
  

PM8-90 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4471 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4472 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4473 

  
PM8-91 See the response to comment LO35-1 for discussion of impacts on tourism. 

PM8-92 See the response to comment PM1-53. 

PM8-91 

PM8-92 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4474 

  
PM8-93 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

PM8-94 Comments noted. 
PM8-92 
(cont’d) 

PM8-93 

PM8-94 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4475 

 

PM8-95 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM8-94 
(cont’d) 

PM8-95 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4476 

  
PM8-96 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM8-97 Section 4.12 includes a discussion of reliability and safety.  Section 4.9.7 
includes a discussion of project impacts on property values. 

PM8-98 Section 2 includes a description of the proposed project facilities.  Appendix 
B includes project facility maps, including access roads proposed for the 
projects. 

PM8-99 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM8-96 

PM8-97 

PM8-98 

PM8-99 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4477 

 

PM8-100 Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific factors and/or 
development plans for their property be considered during easement 
negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.  Also see the 
response to comment CO48-10.  

PM8-100 

PM8-99 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4478 

  
PM8-101 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM8-100 
(cont’d) 

PM8-101 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4479 

 

PM8-102 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3 and GW-2. 

PM8-101 
(cont’d) 

PM8-102 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4480 

 

PM8-103 Section 4.11.2 addresses noise impacts. 

PM8-104 See the response to comment LO22-5.  Section 4.9.7 includes a discussion of 
project impacts on property values. 

PM8-105 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM8-102 
(cont’d) 

PM8-103 

PM8-104 

PM8-105 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4481 

  
  

PM8-105 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4482 

  
PM8-106 See the response to comment CO46-1 

PM8-107 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-106 

PM8-107 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4483 

 

PM8-108 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM8-109 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-2, GEO-3, and GEO-4. 
PM8-108 

PM8-109 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4484 

  
PM8-110 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-109 
(cont’d) 

PM8-110 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4485 

 

  

PM8-110 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4486 

  
PM8-111 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-2 and GEO-2. 

PM8-112 Comment noted. 
PM8-110 
(cont’d) 

PM8-111 

PM8-112 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4487 

 

  

PM8-112 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4488 

 

PM8-113 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-5 and GEO-6.  Section 4.1.2.3 (Karst) 
and section 4.1.4.2 (Slope Stability) have been revised with latest filings from 
Atlantic and DETI. PM8-112 

(cont’d) 

PM8-113 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4489 

  
PM8-114 See the response to comment CO59-1. 

PM8-113 
(cont’d) 

PM8-114 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4490 

  
PM8-115 Comment noted. 

PM8-116 See the response to comment CO6-1.  In addition, as discussed in section 1.3, 
FERC staff visited certain areas that could be affected by ACP and SHP and 
met with various groups and landowners.  We also inspected the remainder of 
ACP and SHP area via automobile and helicopter in conjunction with open 
houses, public scoping meetings, and other meetings, and held meetings with 
various resource, permitting, and land management agencies.   

PM8-115 

PM8-116 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4491 

 

PM8-117 Comment noted. 

PM8-118 Comment noted. 
PM8-116 
(cont’d) 

PM8-117 

PM8-118 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4492 

  
PM8-119 Comments noted. Sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 provide a description of the 

existing vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources, respectively, in the ACP 
and SHP project areas and the potential impacts on these resources.  In 
addition, section 4.7 presents the potential impacts on sensitive species that 
have the potential to occur in the ACP and SHP project areas. 

PM8-118 
(cont’d) 

PM8-119 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4493 

 

PM8-120 See the responses to comments CO6-1, CO46-1, and LO18-1. 

PM8-121 Comment noted. 

PM8-122 Comment noted. 
PM8-119 
(cont’d) 

PM8-120 

PM8-121 

PM8-122 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4494 

  
PM8-123 Comment noted.  We disagree. 

PM8-124 See the response to comment CO65-3. 

PM8-125 Comment noted. 
PM8-122 
(cont’d) 

PM8-123 

PM8-124 

PM8-125 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4495 

 

PM8-126 See the response to comment LA17-1. 

PM8-127 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM1-97. 

PM8-128 Section 4.4.2 has been updated to include a discussion of old growth forests; 
however, note that public datasets delineating old growth communities are not 
currently available for the ACP and SHP project areas; therefore, a desktop 
analysis was conducted.  Atlantic and DETI have indicated that they would 
conduct timber cruises where requested by the landowner prior to 
construction.  As described in the Timber Removal Plan (see table 2.3.1-1), 
Atlantic has also committed to avoid large snags or large diameter trees on 
the edge of the construction right-of-way where practicable.  These trees 
would be flagged prior to clearing.   

PM8-126 

PM8-127 

PM8-128 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4496 

 

PM8-129 In no public notice issued by the FERC notifying stakeholders of scoping or 
draft EIS comment meetings and sessions was the meeting referred to as a 
“hearing.”  The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings and 
sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.   

PM8-129 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4497 

  
PM8-130 We do not believe this level of analysis is necessary.  Federal pipeline design 

and construction specifications take this hazard into consideration. 

PM8-130 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4498 

  
PM8-131 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 

and tourism. 

PM8-130 
(cont’d) 

PM8-131 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4499 

 

PM8-132 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-132 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4500 

  
PM8-133 Comment noted. 

PM8-134 Comment noted. 
PM8-132 
(cont’d) 

PM8-133 

PM8-134 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4501 

 

PM8-135 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

PM8-134 
(cont’d) 

PM8-135 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4502 

  
PM8-136 See the response to comment CO6-1 

PM8-137 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM8-138 Studies provided by local organizations (e.g., the Key-Log Economic Impacts 
Study) provided anecdotal evidence with regard to sale value of properties; 
unfortunately, they do not present sources for the data presented with regard 
to loss of property value due to proximity to a pipeline.  The Key-Log study 
cited an opinion survey taken of real estate agents in Wisconsin.  The 
responses to these polls were strictly personal opinion and not based on real 
estate sales data.  Also, questionnaires and surveys, while providing a 
snapshot of public opinion, do not carry them the rigors of statistically 
developed and controlled studies. 

The FERC staff conducted its own independent research and found multiple 
studies that examined the effects of pipeline easements on sales and property 
values, and evaluated the impact of natural gas pipelines on real estate.   

Based on FERC staff’s research, our analysis found no conclusive evidence 
indicating that natural gas pipeline easements or compressor stations have a 
significant negative impact on property values, although this is not to say that 
any one property may or may not experience an impact on property value for 
either the short or long term. 

PM8-139 Comment noted. 

PM8-135 
(cont’d) 

PM8-136 

PM8-137 

PM8-138 

PM8-139 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4503 

 

PM8-140 Comment noted. 

PM8-141 Comment noted. PM8-139 
(cont’d) 

PM8-140 

PM8-141 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4504 

 

PM8-142 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM8-143 See the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM8-144 See the response to comment SA08-252. 

PM8-145 FERC was not involved with the selection of the GWNF6 route.  As stated in 
section 3.3.4.2, we believe the current route may inherently have more 
generalized environmental impacts than the former route.  However, because 
the FS stated it could not approve the former route because of impacts on 
highly sensitive resources and because the former route would not be 
consistent with Forest Plan direction, we find that Atlantic’s originally 
proposed route through the National Forests would not meet the project 
objective (essentially resulting in the no-action alternative), and we do not 
recommend that it be incorporated as part of the project. 

PM8-142 

PM8-143 

PM8-144 

PM8-145 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4505 

  
PM8-146 See the response to comment CO82-2. 

PM8-145 
(cont’d) 

PM8-146 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4506 

  
PM8-147 See the responses to comments SA08-252, CO3-1, and CO10-3. 

PM8-147 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4507 

 

  

PM8-147 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4508 

  
PM8-148 See the response to comment CO55-6. 

PM8-149 See the response to comment CO6-1. 
PM8-148 

PM8-149 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4509 

 

PM8-150 See the response to comment PM8-138. 
PM8-149 
(cont’d) 

PM8-150 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4510 

  
PM8-151 Before a notice to proceed with construction is issued, Atlantic and DETI 

would be required to comply with the environmental recommendations listed 
in section 5.2, which would be included as conditions to any authorization 
issued by the Commission.  Among these conditions are requirements to 
complete all environmental surveys and reports, and documentation that the 
Applicants have received all applicable authorizations required under federal 
law.  In addition, as discussed in revised section 2.2.1.1, Atlantic has 
committed to only maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way during 
operation of ACP. 

PM8-150 
(cont’d) 

PM8-151 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4511 

 

PM8-152 Atlantic and DETI would be legally required to ensure their projects follow 
the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in their 
respective applications and supplements, including responses to staff data 
requests and as identified in the EIS, unless modified by the Order.  Failure 
to meet certain performance standards would result in issuance of 
noncompliance reports and, if the violation is repeated, could result in a stop-
work order or enforcement actions by the FERC.  If a company does not meet 
the conditions or regulations that apply to the project, FERC has authority to 
refer the matter to its Office of Enforcement. 

PM8-153 As discussed in section 2.5.3, third-party compliance monitors would be 
selected and managed by FERC staff and would provide daily environmental 
compliance monitoring services for the projects.  The third-party compliance 
monitors are separate from the EIs that would be employed by Atlantic, as 
described in section 2.5.2.  The FERC third-party compliance monitors would 
provide daily reports to the FERC staff on compliance issues and make 
recommendations to the FERC Project Manager on how to deal with 
compliance issues and construction changes, should they arise.  FERC staff's 
periodic inspections would typically occur once per month during active 
construction, and at appropriate intervals during restoration. 

PM8-154 Table 1.4-1 lists the environmental permits, licenses, approvals, and 
consultations applicable to the projects, including those from Commonwealth 
of Virginia agencies.   

PM8-151 
(cont’d) 

PM8-152 

PM8-153 

PM8-154 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4512 

 

PM8-155 Comment noted.  See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-4.  
PM8-154 
(cont’d) 

PM8-155 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4513 

  
PM8-156 You are correct.  A temporary bridge would be installed, or existing bridge 

reinforced, to meet equipment weight requirements. 

PM8-155 
(cont’d) 

PM8-156 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4514 

  
PM8-157 Section 5.6 of Atlantic’s and DETI’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan 

(appendix F) describes the methods that would be used to establish vegetation 
in steep slope areas.  Fast-growing cool season grasses would be used to help 
ensure faster soil stabilization.  Permanent erosion control devices (i.e., slope 
breakers) designed to reduce runoff velocity, divert water from the surface of 
the rights-of-way, and encourage retention of soils may be used, in addition 
to additional structural material (e.g., rocky or woody debris) to provide an 
anchor for revegetation and deposition of soil.  In addition to these measures, 
Atlantic and DETI would develop and implement other site-specific 
measures, where warranted, to address land movement, surface erosion, 
backfill erosion, general soil stability when backfilling the trench, and 
restoring the rights-of-way in steep slope areas.   

The spread of invasive plant species would not be controlled by mowing; 
Atlantic and DETI would avoid introducing or spreading invasive species 
through adherence to federal and state-specific regulations for preventing the 
land transport of such species, and would follow measures outlined within 
their Invasive Plant Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1).  These 
measures are designed to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive 
plants during construction and operation through identification, pre-treatment 
control (application of herbicide, hand pulling, or mechanical measures such 
as mowing), cleaning equipment (including timber mats) prior to arrival at the 
construction site, segregating topsoil in all infested areas, using certified 
weed-free erosion control materials, routine monitoring, and restoration and 
reseeding following installation of the pipeline, which would promote the 
establishment of desirable plant species and deter the spread of invasive plant 
species.    

PM8-158 Comment noted.  At the time of notification, landowners would have the 
opportunity to discuss the schedule with the blasting contractor. 

PM8-159 Comment noted. 

PM8-156 
(cont’d) 

PM8-157 

PM8-158 

PM8-159 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4515 

 

PM8-160 Appendix K identifies the various resources associated with the Jackson 
River.  Jackson River is a trout water, and the VDGIF has also noted that there 
is the potential for the James spinymussel to occur.  Mussel surveys are 
currently pending at the Jackson River; we have recommended in section 
4.7.15 and appendix K that Atlantic adhere to the VDGIF TOYR for the James 
spinymussel to reduce potential impacts on this species.  Atlantic has 
committed to adhering to the VDGIF TOYR for both rainbow and brook trout. 
Refer to section 4.6.4 for a discussion of potential impacts and mitigation 
measures associated with trout waters. 

PM8-161 As stated in section 4.1.2.3, karst surveys have been completed on 
approximately 87 percent of the project route determined to cross potential 
karst terrain.  The remaining surveys are being conducted as landowner 
permission is obtained. 

PM8-162 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-6.  

PM8-163 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM8-159 
(cont’d) 

PM8-160 

PM8-161 

PM8-162 

PM8-163 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4516 

  
  

PM8-163 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM8 – Public Comment Session in Monterey, Virginia (cont’d) 

Public Comment Sessions 

Z-4517 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia 

Z-4518 

  
 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4519 

 

PM9-1 Comment noted. 

PM9-1 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4520 

   
PM9-2 Comment noted. 

PM9-1 
(cont’d) 

PM9-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4521 

 

  

PM9-2 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4522 

  
PM9-3 The eastern hellbender is discussed in table S-1 of appendix S. 

PM9-4 Erosion and sediment control measures would be used for the entire project, 
and these measures comply with federal and state requirements and standards. 

PM9-3 

PM9-4 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4523 

 

PM9-5 The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of 
ACP and SHP.  Past issues related to Dominion are outside the scope of this 
EIS.   PM9-4 

(cont’d) 

PM9-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4524 

  
PM9-6 See the responses to comment letter LO33. 

PM9-5 
(cont’d) 

PM9-6 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4525 

 

  

PM9-6 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4526 

 

  

PM9-6 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4527 

  
PM9-7 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-1. 

PM9-6 
(cont’d) 

PM9-7 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4528 

 

PM9-8 See the responses to comments CO48-2, LO62-6, and LO22-5. 

PM9-9 See the response to comment LO35-1 for discussion of impacts on tourism.  
See the response to comment PM1-53 for discussion of property values.   

PM9-8 

PM9-7 
(cont’d) 

PM9-9 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4529 

  
PM9-10 As stated in section 4.3.2.7, water would be discharge to upland locations, 

away from karst features, to prevent water-born invasive species such as 
whirling disease from moving between waters.  Water that is discharged back 
to appropriation source would be monitored and must comply with discharge 
permit requirements. 

PM9-9 
(cont’d) 

PM9-10 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4530 

 

  

PM9-10 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4531 

  
PM9-11 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM9-11 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4532 

 

PM9-12 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM9-13 Comment noted. 

PM9-12 

PM9-13 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4533 

 

PM9-14 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-2 and GW-3. 

PM9-15 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism. 

PM9-14 

PM9-13 
(cont’d) 

PM9-15 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4534 

  
PM9-16 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM9-17 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-18 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM9-16 

PM9-17 

PM9-18 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4535 

 

PM9-19 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM9-20 Comment noted. 

PM9-19 

PM9-20 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4536 

  
PM9-21 The eastern hellbender is discussed in table S-1 of appendix S. 

PM9-22 Section 4.4.10 of the EIS states that we conclude that the primary impact from 
construction and operation would be on forested areas crossed by ACP and 
SHP and that due to the length of time required to recover forested vegetation, 
these impacts would be considered long-term to permanent.   

PM9-23 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the draft EIS and have incorporated them into the final EIS in 
the applicable resource sections. 

PM9-20 
(cont’d) 

PM9-21 

PM9-22 

PM9-23 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4537 

 

PM9-24 Section 4.4 provides a discussion of the mitigation measures that would be 
implemented for impacts on vegetation.  In addition, section 4.5.6 provides a 
discussion of impacts and mitigation measures associated with interior forest 
fragmentation. 

PM9-25 See the response to comment CO55-2. 

PM9-26 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-27 See the response to comment PM1-53 for discussion of property values.   

PM9-28 See the responses to comments LO22-5 and CO46-1. 

PM9-23 
(cont’d) 

PM9-24 

PM9-25 

PM9-26 

PM9-27 

PM9-28 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4538 

  
PM9-29 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM9-28 
(cont’d) 

PM9-29 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4539 

 

PM9-30 Comment noted. 

PM9-30 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4540 

 

PM9-31 Comment noted. 

PM9-30 
(cont’d) 

PM9-31 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4541 

  
  

PM9-31 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4542 

 

PM9-32 Comment noted. 

PM9-32 

PM9-31 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4543 

  
PM9-33 Comment noted. 

PM9-32 
(cont’d) 

PM9-33 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4544 

 

  

PM9-33 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4545 

  
PM9-34 Comment noted. 

PM9-34  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4546 

 

PM9-35 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM9-34 
(cont’d) 

PM9-35 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4547 

 

PM9-36 Comments noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM9-37 Comment noted. 

PM9-36 

PM9-35 
(cont’d) 

PM9-37 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4548 

  
PM9-38 Comment noted. 

PM9-37 
(cont’d) 

PM9-38 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4549 

 

  

PM9-38 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4550 

  
PM9-39 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-38 
(cont’d) 

PM9-39 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4551 

 

PM9-40 See the responses to comments CO29-2 and CO48-10. 

PM9-40 

PM9-39 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4552 

  
PM9-41 See section 4.9.10 for our analysis of environmental justice. 

PM9-42 See the responses to comments CO48-10 and PM6-63. 
PM9-40 
(cont’d) 

PM9-41 

PM9-42 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4553 

 

  

PM9-42 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4554 

 

PM9-43 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM9-44 See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM9-43 

PM9-44 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4555 

  
PM9-45 Comment noted.  Sections 4.7.3.4 and 4.7.4.2 include discussions of the 

Allegheny woodrat. 

PM9-46 Comment noted. PM9-44 
(cont’d) 

PM9-45 

PM9-46 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4556 

 

PM9-47 Comment noted. 

PM9-48 FS response:  The comment is noted.   The purpose and need for the project 
is addressed in section 1.1 of the EIS. 

PM9-49 Although boring or drilling under waterbodies does reduce certain in-water 
impacts, we have found that the riparian excavations and workspace required 
to complete river or stream bores often result in impacts that exceed impacts 
from traditional crossing methods.  This is related, in part, to the size of the 
excavation and/or work areas necessary to stage an HDD or bore, and the 
extended length of time necessary to complete such a crossing.  

PM9-48 

PM9-46 
(cont’d) 

PM9-49 

PM9-47 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4557 

  
PM9-50 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-51 Comment noted. 
PM9-49 
(cont’d) 

PM9-50 

PM9-51 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4558 

 

PM9-52 Section 2.3.2 discusses the inspections that would occur before the pipe is 
lowered into the trench, before the trench is backfilled, and after burial 
(interior cleaning and hydrostatic testing).  Any leaks identified would be 
repaired and the section of pipe would be retested until the required 
specifications were met.  Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects 
on the proposed projects are addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

PM9-53 See the responses to comments CO29-2 and CO48-10. 

PM9-54 As stated in section 4.3.2.7, water that is not discharged to the receiving water 
would be discharged to upland locations, away from karst features, to prevent 
the spread of water-born invasive species and diseases.   

PM9-53 

PM9-52 

PM9-54 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4559 

  
PM9-55 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 

and tourism. 

PM9-56 See the response to comment LO62-6. 

PM9-55 

PM9-56 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4560 

 

PM9-57 Comment noted.  The EIS analysis of environmental impacts associated with 
ACP and SHP include all areas that would be required during construction 
and operation of the projects, including access roads, ATWS, yards, etc. 

PM9-58 See the response to comment CO80-8. 

PM9-59 Comment noted. 

PM9-57 

PM9-56 
(cont’d) 

PM9-58 

PM9-59 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4561 

 

  

PM9-59 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4562 

  
PM9-60 Comment noted. 

PM9-61 Comment noted. 

PM9-62 Section 4.13.3.12 discusses climate change.   

PM9-60 

PM9-61 

PM9-62 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4563 

 

PM9-63 See the response to comment LO62-6. 

PM9-64 See response to comment LO49-3. 
PM9-62 
(cont’d) 

PM9-63 

PM9-64 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4564 

  
PM9-65 Comment noted. 

PM9-66 See the response to comment LO62-6. 

PM9-65 

PM9-66 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4565 

 

PM9-67 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM9-68 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM9-67 

PM9-68 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4566 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4567 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4568 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4569 

  
PM9-69 Comment noted. 

PM9-69 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4570 

 

PM9-70 Comment noted. 

PM9-71 Comment noted. 
PM9-69 
(cont’d) 

PM9-70 

PM9-71 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4571 

  
  

PM9-71 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4572 

 

PM9-72 Comment noted.  See also the responses to comments LO18-1 and CO82-2. 

PM9-72 

PM9-71 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4573 

  
PM9-73 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM9-72 
(cont’d) 

PM9-73 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4574 

 

PM9-74 Section 4.7.1 includes a recommendation that all outstanding biological 
surveys be completed, that FERC staff complete any necessary section 7 
consultation with the FWS, and that Atlantic and DETI have received written 
notification from the Director of OEP before construction may begin.  If ESA- 
or state-listed bat species are observed during hibernacula surveys, Atlantic 
and DETI would need to consult with the FWS and/or appropriate state 
agency to determine the appropriate conservation measures.  Section 4.7.1 
outlines the conservation measures that would be implemented for ESA-listed 
bat species based on survey results to date.  Atlantic and DETI do not 
currently have access to complete remaining surveys on some private lands, 
and as noted above, these surveys (and resulting consultation) would need to 
be completed prior to construction.   

There is a potential that additional bat hibernacula are detected during 
subsequent surveys, which may require additional consultation with the FWS 
and/or state agencies.  Even after Certificate issuance, minor reroutes could 
be granted if deemed necessary by the appropriate regulating agency and the 
FERC to avoid impacts on a newly discovered resource. 

PM9-75 Comment noted. 
PM9-74 

PM9-73 
(cont’d) 

PM9-75 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4575 

 

PM9-76 Comment noted. 

PM9-77 Comment noted. 
PM9-75 
(cont’d) 

PM9-76 

PM9-77 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4576 

  
PM9-78 As discussed in section 4.5.3 and Atlantic’s and DETI’s Migratory Bird Plan 

(see table 2.3.1-1), there are three bald eagle nests near the ACP project area 
in Virginia in the City of Chesapeake, Nottoway County, and Augusta 
County.  Atlantic has applied for bald eagle nest disturbance permits with the 
FWS.  Atlantic would not construct within the 660-foot nest buffer when the 
nests are active from approximately December 15 through July 15.  If Atlantic 
identifies additional bald eagle nests or occupied bald or golden eagle winter 
roosting habitat prior to or during construction, Atlantic and DETI would 
follow the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines.    

PM9-79 Atlantic has developed the Karst Mitigation Plan (appendix I) describing the 
measures that would be taken to avoid or minimize potential impacts on karst 
resources.  The VDCR-DNH and the Virginia Cave Board have endorsed the 
revised Karst Mitigation Plan as comprehensive and indicate that the 
measures included would reduce the potential risk posed by ACP to karst 
resources.   

Atlantic and DETI have consulted with the Virginia Speological Survey, West 
Virginia Speleological Survey, Virginia Cave Conservancy, and Karst Waters 
Institute to map and identify karst features and caves along the ACP route.  In 
addition, Atlantic has performed subsurface investigations, hydrological 
investigations, and dye tracing at the Cochran’s Cave Conservation Area and 
Moffet Lake.  Atlantic stated it would provide a consolidated report of 
available literature regarding karst features to FERC and the appropriate 
federal and state agencies in June 2017.  Atlantic would perform additional 
subsurface investigations in 2018 and 2019 to identify and/or verify the 
locations of voids to supplement mitigation planning once trees have been 
cleared from the construction right-of-way.  The locations of known or 
suspected karst features scheduled for electrical resistivity imaging and/or air 
track drilling survey are identified in section 4.1.2.3.   

PM9-78 

PM9-79 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4577 

 

  

PM9-79 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4578 

  
PM9-80 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 

and tourism.  See the response to comment CO30-5 regarding impacts on local 
businesses.  See the response to comment PM6-124 for discussion of 
easement and compensation negotiations.  

PM9-81 See the response to comment CO48-2. 

PM9-82 See response to comment PM9-80. 

PM9-80 

PM9-81 

PM9-82 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4579 

 

  

PM9-82 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4580 

  
  

PM9-82 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4581 

 

PM9-83 Comment noted. 

PM9-84 Refer to section 4.6.4 for a discussion of potential impacts on trout waters, 
and the mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce these 
impacts.  In addition to implementing FERC’s Plan and Procedures, Atlantic 
and DETI would minimize erosion and sedimentation from the construction 
workspace and access roads by implementing the WVDEP’s Erosion and 
Sediment Control Best Management Practice Manual (WVDEP, 2006).   

Atlantic and DETI would construct their projects in accordance with 
state/commonwealth Construction Stormwater NPDES permits, which 
regulate the discharge of stormwater generated from construction activities.  
A condition of these permits would be to develop and implement a project-
specific SWPPP or Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  The SWPPP must 
assess the project area and select appropriate erosion and sediment control 
BMPs.  Once installed, BMPs must be periodically inspected and repaired per 
each State’s/Commonwealth’s requirements.  Inspections are normally 
required until the project has reached final stabilization and all temporary 
erosion and sediment BMPs have been removed.  Where required by the 
FERC Plan and Procedures, permanent erosion controls, such as slope 
breakers, would be installed to aid long-term stabilization along with the 
restored vegetation.   

PM9-85 See the responses to comments CO48-2 and LO22-5. 

PM9-83 

PM9-84 

PM9-85 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4582 

 

  

PM9-85 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4583 

  
PM9-86 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 

and tourism.  See the response to comment CO30-5 regarding impacts on local 
businesses.  See the response to comment PM6-124 for discussion of 
easement and compensation negotiations.  See the response to comment PM1-
53 for discussion of property values.   

PM9-86 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4584 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4585 

  
PM9-87 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-3. 

PM9-88 To reduce the potential for surface water contamination and resulting impacts 
on aquatic life, Atlantic and DETI would each implement its SPCC Plan (see 
table 2.3.1-1), which includes BMPs to minimize the potential for accidental 
releases and measures that would be implemented to clean up any releases.  
Additional measures in the FERC Plan and Procedures (see table 2.3.1-1) 
include conducting routine inspections of construction equipment, tanks, and 
storage areas to help reduce the potential for spills or leaks; restricting 
refueling and the handling of hazardous materials to greater than 100 feet from 
wetland and waterbody resources; and the use of secondary containment 
around all containers and tanks.   

In addition, no herbicide spraying or mixing would be allowed within 100 feet 
of any wetland or waterbody, or within 300 feet of any identified karst feature, 
except where allowed by state or federal agencies.  Herbicides would not be 
utilized for normal vegetation maintenance.  Additional information on 
herbicide application methods is included in Atlantic’s and DETI’s 
Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan (appendix F), COM Plan (appendix G), 
and Invasive Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1). 

PM9-89 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism.  See the response to comment CO30-5 regarding impacts on local 
businesses. 

PM9-87 

PM9-88 

PM9-89 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4586 

 

PM9-90 See sections 4.3 and 4.6. 

PM9-91 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-4. PM9-89 
(cont’d) 

PM9-90 

PM9-91 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4587 

  
PM9-92 Comment noted. 

PM9-93 Comment noted. 
PM9-91 
(cont’d) 

PM9-92 

PM9-93 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4588 

 

  

PM9-93 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4589 

 

PM9-94 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the draft EIS and have incorporated them into the final EIS in 
the applicable resource sections. PM9-93 

(cont’d) 

PM9-94 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4590 

  
PM9-95 FS response:  The effects on slopes for NFS lands are described in section 

4.1.6 - Geology.  Mitigation measures are included in the draft COM Plan 
(EIS appendix G). 

PM9-96 As discussed in section 5.2, we are recommending that our mitigation 
measures (i.e., “recommendations” in the text of the EIS) be attached as 
conditions to any authorizations issued by the Commission.  Atlantic and 
DETI would be required to comply with all conditions issued by the 
Commission. 

PM9-97 Section 4.12 includes discussion of reliability and safety of ACP and SHP, 
including the measures that would be included in Atlantic's and DETI's 
emergency plans, which include procedures to minimize the hazards in a 
natural gas pipeline emergency. 

PM9-98 FS response:  The response to fires is addressed in section 4.12.1-Safety 
Standards.  

PM9-99 FS response:  Collocation with other rights-of-way is described in section 3. 

PM9-94 
(cont’d) 

PM9-95 

PM9-96 

PM9-97 

PM9-98 

PM9-99 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4591 

 

PM9-100 Bats are generally discussed in section 4.5, and potential impacts on sensitive 
bat species are described in section 4.7 and its corresponding appendices. 

PM9-101 See the response to comment SA14-86. 

PM9-102 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-103 Comment noted. 

PM9-99 
(cont’d) 

PM9-100 

PM9-101 

PM9-102 

PM9-103 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4592 

  
PM9-104 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0103 (Wendy Thurston) in 

tables Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM9-103 
(cont’d) 

PM9-104 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4593 

 

PM9-105 Comment noted. 

PM9-105 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4594 

  
  

PM9-105 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4595 

 

PM9-106 See the response to comment PM1-53 for discussion of property values.   

PM9-107 As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that the project 
facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192.  
The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and 
to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.   

PM9-105 
(cont’d) 

PM9-106 

PM9-107 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4596 

 

PM9-108 See the responses to comments CO48-2 and LO22-5. 

PM9-109 See the response to comment PM1-53 for discussion of property values.   PM9-107 
(cont’d) 

PM9-108 

PM9-109 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4597 

  
PM9-110 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-111 Comment noted. 
PM9-109 
(cont’d) 

PM9-110 

PM9-111 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4598 

 

PM9-112 Comment noted. 

PM9-111 
(cont’d) 

PM9-112 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4599 

  
PM9-113 Comment noted. 

PM9-112 
(cont’d) 

PM9-113 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4600 

 

PM9-114 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-115 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism.   PM9-113 

(cont’d) 

PM9-114 

PM9-115 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4601 

  
PM9-116 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM9-115 
(cont’d) 

PM9-116 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4602 

 

  

PM9-116 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4603 

 

PM9-117 See the response to comment PM4-23. 

PM9-118 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-119 Comment noted. 
PM9-116 
(cont’d) 

PM9-117 

PM9-118 

PM9-119 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4604 

  
PM9-120 Comment noted. 

PM9-121 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 
PM9-119 
(cont’d) 

PM9-120  

PM9-121 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4605 

 

PM9-122 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4, GEO-11, and GW-3. 

PM9-123 Section 4.12 includes discussion of reliability and safety of ACP and SHP, 
including the measures that would be included in Atlantic's and DETI's 
emergency plans, which include procedures to minimize the hazards in a 
natural gas pipeline emergency.  See also the responses to comments LO62-6 
and LO22-5. 

PM9-122 

PM9-123 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4606 

  
PM9-124 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-125 See the response to comment CO6-1. 
PM9-123 
(cont’d) 

PM9-124 

PM9-125 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4607 

 

PM9-126 As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and DETI have stated that the project 
facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in 
accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192.  
The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and 
to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures.  Section 2.3.2 discusses 
the inspections that would occur before the pipe is lowered into the trench, 
before the trench is backfilled, and after burial (interior cleaning and 
hydrostatic testing).  Any leaks identified would be repaired and the section 
of pipe would be retested until the required specifications were met.  Issues 
related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects are 
addressed in section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

PM9-125 
(cont’d) 

PM9-126 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4608 

  
PM9-127 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 

overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-127 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4609 

 

PM9-128 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM9-129 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM9-127 
(cont’d) 

PM9-128 

PM9-129 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4610 

 

PM9-130 Section 4.13.3.3 discusses cumulative impacts associated with water use.  
Also see the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM9-131 Comment noted. 

PM9-132 Impacts on public services during construction, including local law 
enforcement, are discussed in section 4.9.4.   

PM9-129 
(cont’d) 

PM9-130 

PM9-131 

PM9-132 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM9 – Public Comment Session in Elkins, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4611 

  
PM9-133 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment LO18-1. 

PM9-132 
(cont’d) 

PM9-133 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia  

Z-4612 

  
 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4613 

 

PM10-1 Comment noted. 

PM10-2 Comment noted. 

PM10-1 

PM10-2 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4614 

   
PM10-3 As discussed in section 4.12.2, since 1982, operators (in this case, Atlantic 

and DETI) have been required to participate in “One Call” public utility 
programs in populated areas to minimize unauthorized excavation activities 
in the vicinity of pipelines.  The One Call program is a service used by public 
utilities and some private sector companies (e.g., oil pipelines and cable 
television) to provide preconstruction information to contractors or other 
maintenance workers on the underground location of pipes, cables, and 
culverts.  In addition, as discussed in section 4.12.1, pipeline markers 
identifying the owner of the pipe and a 24-hour telephone number would be 
placed for “line of sight” visibility along the entire pipeline length, except in 
active agricultural crop locations and in waterbodies in accordance with DOT 
requirements. 

PM10-2 
(cont’d) 

PM10-3 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4615 

 

PM10-4 See the response to comment PM7-27. 

PM10-5 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-7. 

PM10-4 

PM10-3 
(cont’d) 

PM10-5 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4616 

  
PM10-6 See section 4.3.2.7 of the EIS. 

PM10-7 Consistent with FERC policy, the Notice of Availability of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Atlantic Coast Pipeline, 
Supply Header Project, and Capacity Lease Proposal was issued on 
December 30, 2016.  The draft EIS was filed with the EPA, and a formal 
notice of availability was issued in the Federal Register on January 9, 2017, 
indicating that the draft EIS was available, which also included the schedule 
for public comment sessions and establishing the comment period on the draft 
EIS, which ended on April 6, 2017.  The draft EIS and notice of availability 
were mailed to 9,805 parties, including newspapers.   

PM10-5 
(cont’d) 

PM10-6 

PM10-7 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4617 

 

  

PM10-7 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4618 

  
PM10-8 As discussed in section 4.12, ACP and SHP would be constructed and 

operated in accordance with the DOT safety regulations under 49 CFR 192, 
which specifies material selection and qualification; minimum design 
requirements; and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric 
corrosion.  In addition, cathodic protection would be installed along the entire 
length of the new pipelines to prevent corrosion.  Further, internal inspection 
tools (e.g., pigs) would be regularly sent through the pipeline to check for 
corrosion and irregularities in accordance with DOT requirements.  Atlantic 
and DETI would be required to keep detailed records of all inspections and 
supplement the corrosion protection system as necessary to meet the 
requirements of 49 CFR 192.  See also the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM10-9 FS response:  The effects to the resources the amendments are designed to 
protect are identified in the respective resource sections in section 4 of the EIS 
that discuss the MNF.  Section 4.8.9-Federal Lands describes the more critical 
mitigation measures to meet the intent of the amended standards. 

PM10-7 
(cont’d) 

PM10-8 

PM10-9 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4619 

 

PM10-10 See the response to comment CO5-1. 

PM10-11 Comment noted. PM10-10 

PM10-11 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4620 

 

PM10-12 Comment noted. 

PM10-13 Comment noted. 

PM10-14 Comment noted. 

PM10-12 

PM10-13 

PM10-14 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4621 

  
PM10-15 Comment noted.  The format of the scoping and draft EIS comment meetings 

and sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public outreach efforts.  
FERC considers and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the 
format they are presented (orally, electronically, mailed, etc.).  Section 4.3.2 
discusses impacts related to surface waters. 

PM10-16 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-2 and GW-3. 

PM10-17 Section 4.8.5.1 discusses impacts on the Greenbrier River Rail-Trail 
associated with construction and operation of the project.  Note that the 
proposed project is a natural gas pipeline, not oil.   

PM10-18 Comment noted. 

PM10-19 Comment noted. 

PM10-14 
(cont’d) 

PM10-15 

PM10-16 

PM10-17 

PM10-18 

PM10-19 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4622 

 

PM10-20 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM10-21 Section 4.8.5.1 discusses impacts on the Greenbrier River Rail-Trail 
associated with construction and operation of the project.   

PM10-22 Comment noted. 

PM10-19 
(cont’d) 

PM10-20 

PM10-21 

PM10-22 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4623 

  
PM10-23 See the response to comment CO46-1.  Potential impacts on the local 

economy are discussed in detail in section 4.9.8 of the EIS.   

PM10-23 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4624 

 

PM10-24 Comment noted. 

PM10-25 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-2 and GW-5. 

PM10-26 Comment noted. 
PM10-24 

PM10-25 

PM10-26 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4625 

  
PM10-27 Comments noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM10-27 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4626 

 

PM10-28 Comment noted. 

PM10-29 Comment noted. 
PM10-27 
(cont’d) 

PM10-28 

PM10-29 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4627 

 

PM10-30 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism.   

PM10-31 Section 4.8.5 discusses impacts on recreation and special interest areas 
resulting from construction and operation of the project.  Section 4.8.8 
discusses impacts on visual resources, including visually sensitive areas, 
resulting from construction and operation of the project. 

PM10-32 Section 4.1.2 includes our analysis of karst.  See table Z-2 for the responses 
to GEO-1 and GEO-2. 

PM10-30 

PM10-31 

PM10-32 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4628 

  
PM10-33 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM10-34 There is one water impoundment proposed at AP-1 MP 76.4.  Section 2.3.2.7 
of the EIS provides a link to an Atlantic filing that describes and pictures a 
standard water impoundment.  Section 4.3.2.7 describes water use impacts 
and presents how much water would be temporarily stored in the 
impoundment.  

PM10-35 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM10-36 Table 4.9.6-1 has been updated to include WV 92.  See the response to 
comment PM7-27 regarding impacts on road infrastructure. 

PM10-33 

PM10-34 

PM10-35 

PM10-36 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4629 

 

PM10-37 FS response:  The effects to the resources the amendments are designed to 
protect are identified in the respective resource sections in EIS section 4 that 
discuss the MNF.  Section 4.8.9-Federal Lands describes the more critical 
mitigation measures to meet the intent of the amended standards. 

PM10-38 We do not believe this level of analysis is necessary.  Federal pipeline design 
and construction specifications take this hazard into consideration. 

PM10-39 As described in section 4.8.5.1, a site-specific plan detailing the location of a 
detour at the Greenbrier River Rail-Trail is included in appendix J of the Final 
EIS.  Based on Atlantic’s consultations with the West Virginia State Parks, 
the agency agrees the detour is adequate to maintain an open trail during 
pipeline construction. 

PM10-40 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism.  Also see the response to comment PM4-23.  

PM10-36 
(cont’d) 

PM10-37 

PM10-38 

PM10-39 

PM10-40 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4630 

  
PM10-41 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM10-40 
(cont’d) 

PM10-41 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4631 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4632 

  
PM10-42 Your concerns are noted. 

PM10-43 Comment noted. 

PM10-44 Your concerns are noted. 

PM10-42 

PM10-43 

PM10-44 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4633 

 

PM10-45 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-2 and GW-3. 

PM10-44 
(cont’d) 

PM10-45 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4634 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4635 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4636 

 

PM10-46 The purpose and scope of the EIS is discussed in section 1.2.  As discussed in 
section 1.3, we issued the draft EIS on December 30, 2016, and issued a 
formal notice that the draft EIS was available for public review and comment, 
establishing a 90-day comment period that ended on April 6, 2017.  All 
comments received on the draft EIS related to environmental issues are 
addressed in this final EIS. 

PM10-47 Comment noted. 

PM10-48 Comments noted.  See the responses to comments CO6-1 and LO18-1. 

PM10-46 

PM10-47 

PM10-48 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4637 

  
PM10-49 See responses to comments CO5-1 and LO49-3. 

PM10-50 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0104 (Amy Scott) in tables Z-1 
and Z-2. PM10-48 

(cont’d) 

PM10-49 

PM10-50 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4638 

 

  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4639 

  
  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4640 

 

  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4641 

 

  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4642 

  
  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4643 

 

  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4644 

  
  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4645 

 

  

PM10-50 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4646 

  
PM10-51 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0104 (Trish McNaull) in tables 

Z-1 and Z-2. 

PM10-51 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4647 

 

  

PM10-51 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4648 

 

  

PM10-51 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4649 

  
PM10-52 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3, GEO-5, and GW-5.  

PM10-51 
(cont’d) 

PM10-52 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4650 

 

PM10-53 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-9.  The Karst Mitigation Plan is located 
in Appendix I. 

PM10-54 See the response to comment CO46-1. 
PM10-53 

PM10-54 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4651 

  
  

PM10-54 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4652 

 

PM10-55 Comment noted. 

PM10-56 See the response to comment CO48-10. PM10-54 
(cont’d) 

PM10-55 

PM10-56 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4653 

  
PM10-57 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1 and GW-5. 

PM10-58 See the responses to accession no. 20170310-0104 (Allen Johnson) in tables 
Z-1 and Z-2. PM10-56 

(cont’d) 

PM10-57 

PM10-58 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4654 

 

  

PM10-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4655 

 

  

PM10-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4656 

  
  

PM10-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4657 

 

  

PM10-58 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4658 

  
PM10-59 See the response to comment CO82-2. 

PM10-58 
(cont’d) 

PM10-59 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4659 

 

PM10-60 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-6. 

PM10-59 
(cont’d) 

PM10-60 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4660 

  
PM10-61 Atlantic evaluated additional routes in this area, such as MNF3, MNF4, and 

MNF5.  Through environmental reviews and landowner and agency 
consultations, the GWNF6 route was selected as the primary route.  Although 
table 3.5-1 does not identify these routes, they were evaluated. 

PM10-62 The access road is an existing road with culverts in place. The relevant 
conservation standards are located in appendix I. 

PM10-60 
(cont’d) 

PM10-61 

PM10-62 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4661 

 

PM10-63 The access road is an existing road with culverts in place.  We do not believe 
it should be eliminated. 

PM10-64 See the response to comment CO55-27.  See table Z-2 for the responses to 
GEO-4, GEO-10, and GEO-11. 

PM10-62 
(cont’d) 

PM10-63 

PM10-64 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4662 

 

PM10-65 See the response to comment CO82-2. 

PM10-66 The project facility maps provided in appendix B and the list of access roads 
provided in appendix K have been revised.  See also the response to comment 
CO6-1. 

PM10-64 
(cont’d) 

PM10-65 

PM10-66 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4663 

  
PM10-67 Appendix E has been revised to identify what types of improvements would 

be required at each road.   

PM10-68 Section 4.8.1.4 summarizes the impacts on land use associated with proposed 
access roads.  In response to comments on the draft EIS, appendix E, which 
lists proposed access roads, their location, road type, land uses affected, and 
construction and operation impacts, has been updated to list the improvements 
needed for each access roads. 

PM10-69 Comment noted. 

PM10-69 

PM10-68 

PM10-67 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4664 

 

PM10-70 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM10-69 
(cont’d) 

PM10-70 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4665 

  
PM10-71 See the response to comment PM4-23 

PM10-72 See table Z-2 for the response to GW-3. 

PM10-73 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM10-71 

PM10-72 

PM10-73 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4666 

 

PM10-74 We have taken flooding and scour into consideration.  Federal pipeline design 
and construction specifications take this hazard into consideration. 

PM10-73 
(cont’d) 

PM10-74 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4667 

  
PM10-75 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-4. 

PM10-74 
(cont’d) 

PM10-75 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4668 

 

PM10-76 Section 4.12.1 discusses monitoring during operation of the projects, 
including methods of leak detection.  See also the response to comment LO22-
5. 

PM10-77 See the response to comment PM10-39. 

PM10-78 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM10-79 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism.   

PM10-75 
(cont’d) 

PM10-76 

PM10-77 

PM10-78 

PM10-79 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4669 

 

PM10-80 Comment noted. 

PM10-81 Comment noted. 

PM10-82 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GEO-1. 

PM10-83 Comment noted. 
PM10-80 

PM10-81 

PM10-82 

PM10-83 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4670 

  
PM10-84 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 

and tourism.  See the response to comment CO30-5 regarding impacts on local 
businesses. 

PM10-85 Comment noted. 
PM10-83 
(cont’d) 

PM10-84 

PM10-85 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4671 

 

  

PM10-85 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4672 

  
  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4673 

 

  



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4674 

  
PM10-86 See the response to comment CO82-2. 

PM10-87 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM10-88 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-6. 

PM10-86 

PM10-87 

PM10-88 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4675 

 

PM10-89 See the responses to comments CO5-1 and LO49-3. 

PM10-90 Comment noted. PM10-88 
(cont’d) 

PM10-89 

PM10-90 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4676 

 

PM10-91 Comment noted. 

PM10-92 See the response to comment CO46-1. 

PM10-93 Comment noted. 

  

PM10-90 
(cont’d) 

PM10-91 

PM10-92 

PM10-93 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4677 

  
PM10-94 FS response:  Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 

allows the use of NFS lands for pipelines.  See responses to comments CO5-
1 and LO49-3. 

PM10-95 Comment noted. 
PM10-93 
(cont’d) 

PM10-94 

PM10-95 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4678 

 

PM10-96 Comment noted. 

PM10-95 
(cont’d) 

PM10-96 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4679 

  
  

PM10-96 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4680 

 

PM10-97 Comment noted. 

PM10-98 Comment noted. 

PM10-97 

PM10-98 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4681 

  
PM10-99 Comment noted. 

PM10-100 The pipeline would transport natural gas, which is predominantly methane, 
which is lighter than air, immiscible in water, and would not be detected by 
an analysis for hydrocarbons.  

PM10-99 

PM10-100 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4682 

 

PM10-101 The projects would be maintained and monitored by the Applicants 
throughout the life of operation.  As discussed in section 4.12.1, Atlantic and 
DETI have stated that the project facilities would be designed, constructed, 
operated, and maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety 
Standards in 49 CFR 192.  The regulations are intended to ensure adequate 
protection for the public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and 
failures.  See also the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM10-102 The topic of financial liability is outside the scope of this EIS and is more 
properly addressed in legal forums. 

PM10-101 

PM10-102 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4683 

 

PM10-103 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM10-103 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4684 

  
PM10-104 Section 4.11.1.4 addresses radon exposure.  

PM10-103 
(cont’d) 

PM10-104 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4685 

 

PM10-105 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4 and GEO-11. 

PM10-104 
(cont’d) 

PM10-105 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4686 

  
PM10-106 Comment noted. 

PM10-107 We disagree.   
PM10-105 
(cont’d) 

PM10-106 

PM10-107 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4687 

 

PM10-108 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-3 and GW-5.  The water use and 
quality portion of section 4.3.1.7 has been revised to incorporate this and 
similar comments. 

PM10-109 Section 4.6 and appendix K have been updated. 

PM10-110 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the draft EIS, which have been incorporated into the final EIS.  
Aquatic resources surveys necessary to conduct an appropriate analysis were 
completed and are documented along with the analysis and conservation 
measures for specific species in numerous sections of the EIS, including 4.3-
Water Resources, 4.6-Aquatic Species, 4.7- Special Status Species, 5.0-
Conclusions and Recommendations, appendix G-Draft Construction, 
Operations, and Maintenance Plan, appendix K-Waterbodies Crossed by the 
Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project, Appendix L-Wetlands 
Crossed by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project, and 
appendix R-Forest Service Management Species Tables, as well as in the BE 
for the project. 

PM10-111 The Karst Mitigation Plan is located in Appendix I. 

PM10-112 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-6. 

PM10-107 
(cont’d) 

PM10-108 

PM10-109 

PM10-110 

PM10-111 

PM10-112 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4688 

  
PM10-113 See the responses to comments CO29-2 and CO48-10. 

PM10-114 As discussed in section 1.1.1, ACP is not designed to export natural gas 
overseas; this is not a component of the purpose and need of ACP.  See the 
response to comment CO46-1. 

PM10-115 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-5 and GW-9. 

PM10-112 
(cont’d) 

PM10-113 

PM10-114 

PM10-115 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4689 

 

PM10-116 Comment noted. 

PM10-117 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-10. 

PM10-118 See the response to comment PM4-73 for discussion of impacts on recreation 
and tourism.    

PM10-115 
(cont’d) 

PM10-116 

PM10-117 

PM10-118 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4690 

 

PM10-119 FS response:  The effects to the resources the amendments are designed to 
protect are identified in the respective resource sections in EIS section 4 that 
discuss the MNF and GWNF.  Section 4.8.9-Federal Lands describes the more 
critical mitigation measures to meet the intent of the amended standards. 

PM10-118 
(cont’d) 

PM10-119 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4691 

  
PM10-120 Section 2.3.2.7 of the EIS provides a link to an Atlantic filing that describes 

and provides pictures of a standard water impoundment.  Section 4.3.2.7 
describes water use impacts and presents how much water would be 
temporarily stored in the impoundment. 

PM10-121 See the response to comment CO66-56. 

PM10-122 Comment noted. 

PM10-120 

PM10-121 

PM10-122 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4692 

 

PM10-123 Comment noted. 

PM10-124 See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM10-125 See the response to comment CO48-10. 

PM10-126 We have taken flooding and scour into consideration.  Federal pipeline design 
and construction specifications take this hazard into consideration. 

PM10-127 See the response to comment CO66-36. 

PM10-123 

PM10-124 

PM10-125 

PM10-126 

PM10-127 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4693 

  
PM10-128 See the response to comment CO6-1. 

PM10-129 See the response to comment PM10-39. 

PM10-130 Comment noted.  
PM10-127 
(cont’d) 

PM10-128 

PM10-129 

PM10-130 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4694 

 

PM10-131 The candy darter is included in section 4.7.1, and is also found in table S-1 of 
appendix S.  Atlantic and DETI consulted with the FWS and WVDNR to 
determine survey needs. 

PM10-132 See table Z-2 for the responses to GW-4. 

PM10-133 See the responses to comments PM9-79 and PM9-84. 

PM10-130 
(cont’d) 

PM10-131 

PM10-132 

PM10-133 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4695 

  
PM10-134 See the responses to comments SA08-169 and SA08-174. 

PM10-135 See the response to comments CO29-2 and CO48-10. 
PM10-133 
(cont’d) 

PM10-134 

PM10-135 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4696 

 

PM10-136 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-3. 

PM10-137 Crossing methods, workspace requirements, and waterbody survey 
information have been included in our analysis of impacts on waterbodies.  

PM10-138 Comment noted. 

PM10-135 
(cont’d) 

PM10-136 

PM10-137 

PM10-138 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4697 

 

PM10-139 Atlantic and DETI will copy FERC on the wetland mitigation plans that are 
submitted to the USACE and state regulatory agencies.  The mitigation plans 
must comply with Clean Water Act requirements.   

PM10-140 FS response:  The FS and FERC have received additional information and 
analyses since the draft EIS, which have been incorporated into the final EIS 
in section 4.7-Special Status Species and appendix R-Managed Species 
Tables.  See also appendix K-Waterbodies.  See response to comment PM10-
110. 

PM10-141 See table Z-2 for the response to GEO-6. 

PM10-139 

PM10-140 

PM10-141 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4698 

  
PM10-142 Comment noted. 

PM10-143 See the response to comment CO6-1. 
PM10-141 
(cont’d) 

PM10-142 

PM10-143 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4699 

 

PM10-144 Comment noted. 

PM10-145 Comment noted. PM10-143 
(cont’d) 

PM10-144 

PM10-145 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4700 

  
  

PM10-145 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4701 

 

  

PM10-145 
(cont’d) 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4702 

  
PM10-146 Comment noted.  See the response to comment LO22-5. 

PM10-147 Comment noted. 

PM10-146 

PM10-147 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4703 

 

PM10-149 Comment noted. 

PM10-150 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-5 and GW-5. 
PM10-145 
(cont’d) 

PM10-149 

PM10-150 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4704 

 

PM10-151 See response to comment PM10-137.  

PM10-151 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4705 

  
PM10-152 See table Z-2 for the responses to GEO-4 and GEO-11. 

PM10-153 Section 5 of the SPCC Plan includes specific restriction distances for karst 
areas. Additional karst mitigation and conservation procedures are identified 
in the Karst Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation 
Plan. 

PM10-152 

PM10-153 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4706 

  
PM10-154 FS response:  Aquatic resources surveys necessary to conduct an appropriate 

analysis were completed and are documented along with the analysis and 
conservation measures for specific species in numerous sections of the EIS, 
including sections 4.3-Water Resources, 4.6-Aquatic Species, 4.7- Special 
Status Species, 5.0-Conclusions and Recommendations,  Appendix G-Draft 
Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Plan, Appendix K-Waterbodies 
Crossed by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header Project, Appendix 
L-Wetlands Crossed by the Atlantic Coast Pipeline and Supply Header 
Project, and  Appendix R-Forest Service Management Species Tables, as well 
as in the BE for the project. 

PM10-153 
(cont’d) 

PM10-154 



PUBLIC COMMENT SESSIONS 
PM10 – Public Comment Session in Marlinton, West Virginia (cont’d) 

Z-4707 

  
  

 

 

  



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4708 

  
A1-1 Comment noted 

A1-2 The Acronyms and Abbreviations list in the Table of Contents has been 
revised. 

A1-3 The Cover Letter to the final EIS has been revised. 

A1-4 The description in table 2.1.2-1 has been revised. 

A1-5 The EIS has been updated to include the additional water impoundment. 

A1-6 Table 4.9.2-3 has been revised. 

A1-7 Comment noted. 

 

A1-1 

A1-2 
A1-3 

A1-4 

A1-5 

A1-6 

A1-7 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4709 

  
A1-8 Section 4.1.4.2 has been revised with this information. 

A1-9 Comment noted. 

A1-10 The final EIS has been revised to include this information. 

A1-11 Comment noted. 

 A1-8 

A1-9 

A1-10 

A1-11 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4710 

  
A1-12 Comment noted. 

A1-13 The EIS has been updated to clarify Atlantic's and DETI's testing process. 

A1-14 The EIS has been updated to clarify Atlantic's and DETI's testing process. 

A1-15 The EIS has been updated to clarify Atlantic's proposed crossing method of 
the Neuse River. 

A1-16 Sections 4.4.3 and 4.4.8 have been updated to include the information 
provided by the commentor. 

 

A1-12 

A1-13 

A1-14 

A1-15 

A1-16 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4711 

 

A1-17 Section 4.5.1.5 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-18 Section 4.4.7 has been updated and includes a recommended condition 
based on the need for clarification on the extent of improvements and 
associated impacts related to access road 36-016.AR1. 

A1-19 Section 4.6.5 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

 

A1-17 

A1-18 

A1-19 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4712 

  
A1-20 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with more recent survey data. 

A1-21 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with more recent survey data. 

A1-22 Section 4.4.2.1 has been updated to clarify that portions of two existing 
roads that lead to the Kumbrabow State Forest would be used to access the 
AP-1 mainline.   

A1-23 Section 4.5.3 has been updated to include this information and recommends 
conditions that would require Atlantic and DETI to confirm and clarify their 
commitments to clearing of trees and other vegetation during the state-
specific migratory bird TOYR and related recommendations and conditions.  

A1-24 Table 4.6.1-2 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-25 Section 4.6.2.2 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-26 Table 4.6.1-2 and section 4.7.1.15 has been updated to include this 
information. 

A1-27 Section 4.6.5 has been updated to include the perennial trout stream buffer 
timing restrictions of October 1 to June 1 TOYR on the MNF. 

 

A1-20 

A1-21 

A1-22 

A1-23 

A1-24 

A1-25 

A1-26 

A1-27 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4713 

 

A1-28 Section 4.6.2.1 has been updated to include this information. 

A1-29 Section 4.6.5 has been updated to include this information, and Staff 
Recommendation 44 has been removed. 

A1-30 Section 4.6.5 has been updated with this information. 

A1-31 Section 4.5.3 has been updated to include this information and recommends 
conditions for Atlantic and DETI to confirm and clarify their commitments 
to clearing of trees and other vegetation during the state-specific migratory 
bird TOYRs. 

A1-32 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with this information. 

 

A1-28 

A1-29 

A1-30 

A1-31 

A1-32 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4714 

  
A1-33 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with the information from the draft BA 

filed on January 27, 2017. 

A1-34 Section 4.7.1.3 and table 4.7.1-2 (now table 4.7.1-4) have been updated with 
this information. 

A1-35 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information.  

A1-36 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated to reflect the most recent conservation 
measures for listed bat species based on ongoing section 7 consultations. 

A1-37 Section 4.7.1.13 has been updated with this information. 

A1-38 Section 4.5.1.1 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-39 Section 4.5.2.1 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

 

A1-33 

A1-34 

A1-35 

A1-36 

A1-37 

A1-38 

A1-39 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4715 

  
A1-40 Section 4.5.2.2 has been updated to include the information provided by the 

commentor. 

A1-41 Section 4.4.2.1 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-42 See the response to comment A1-22. 

A1-43 Section 4.4.2.2 and table 4.4.2-1 have been updated. 

A1-44 Section 4.4.2.2 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-45 Section 4.6.2.2 has been updated to include the information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-46 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

A1-47 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

 

A1-40 

A1-41 

A1-42 

A1-43 

A1-44 

A1-45 

A1-46 

A1-47 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4716 

  
A1-48 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 

information.  

A1-49 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

A1-50 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

A1-51 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

A1-52 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

A1-53 Table 4.7.1.-1 has been updated with the most recent survey status 
information.  

A1-54 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with this information. 

A1-55 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with this information. 

A1-56 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with this information. 

A1-57 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with the most recent survey results. 

  

 

A1-48 

A1-49 

A1-50 

A1-51 

A1-52 

A1-53 

A1-54 

A1-55 

A1-56 

A1-57 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4717 

  
A1-58 Section 4.7.1.1 has been updated with this information. 

A1-59 Section 4.7.1.2 has been updated with this information. 

A1-60 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-61 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-62 Table 4.7.1-2 (now table 4.7.1-4) has been updated with this information. 

A1-63 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-64 Table 4.7.1-4 (now table 4.7.1-7) has been updated. 

A1-65 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with the most recent survey data. 

A1-66 Table 4.7.1-5 has been edited to reflect this change. 

 

A1-58 

A1-59 

A1-60 

A1-61 

A1-62 

A1-63 

A1-64 

A1-65 

A1-66 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4718 

  
A1-67 Table 4.7.1-6 (now table 4.7.1-3) has been updated. 

A1-68 Table 4.7.1-6 (now table 4.7.1-3) has been updated. 

A1-69 Comment noted.  

A1-70 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-71 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-72 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-73 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-74 Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated with this information. 

A1-75 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with the information from the draft BA. 

A1-76 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

 

A1-67 

A1-68 

A1-69 

A1-70 

A1-71 

A1-72 

A1-73 

A1-74 

A1-75 

A1-76 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4719 

  
A1-77 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-78 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-79 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-80 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-81 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-82 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

 

A1-77 

A1-78 

A1-79 

A1-80 

A1-81 

A1-82 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4720 

  
A1-83 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-84 Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated with this information. 

A1-85 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-86 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-87 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-88 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-89 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-90 Section 4.4.2.1 has been updated to include information provided by the 
commentor. 

A1-91 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-92 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

 

A1-83 

A1-84 

A1-85 

A1-86 

A1-87 

A1-88 

A1-89 

A1-90 

A1-91 

A1-92 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4721 

  
A1-93 Section 4.7.1.17 has been updated with this information. 

A1-94 Section 5.2 has been updated with this information. 

A1-95 We disagree.  Per the methods described in the revised draft BA, the 
calculation of impacts on occupied habitat cannot be completed without 
calculating the impacts on forested areas within 150 feet of known roost 
trees.  While we have received the updated roost tree data, to date we have 
not received revised acreages based on this new data. 

A1-96 Section 5.2 has been updated to remove Staff Recommendation 50; 50a, 
50b, and 50c have been fulfilled and, regarding 50d and 50e, we expect that 
the FS would continue to work with Atlantic to incorporate design features, 
mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures to minimize the effects on 
national forest resources, as described in the COM Plan (see appendix G) 
and/or the Forest Service Special Use Permit, if issued.  The calculation of 
impacts on occupied habitat cannot be completed without calculating the 
impacts on forested areas within 150 feet of known roost trees.  While we 
have received the updated roost tree data, to date we have not received 
revised acreages based on this new data.  

 

A1-93 

A1-94 

A1-95 

A1-96 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4722 

  
IND1-97 Staff Recommendation 51 (now listed as Staff Recommendation 43) has 

been revised in section 5.2.  The calculation of impacts on occupied habitat 
cannot be completed without calculating the impacts on forested areas 
within 150 feet of known roost trees.  While we have received the updated 
roost tree data, to date we have not received revised acreages based on this 
new data. 

IND1-98 Section 5.2 has been updated to remove Staff Recommendation 53; 53a, 
53b, and 53c have been fulfilled and, regarding 53d and 50e , we expect that 
the FS would continue to work with Atlantic to incorporate design features, 
mitigation measures, and monitoring procedures to minimize the effects on 
national forest resources, as described in the COM Plan (see appendix G) 
and/or the Forest Service Special Use Permit, if issued.  The calculation of 
impacts on occupied habitat cannot be completed without calculating the 
impacts on forested areas within 150 feet of known roost trees.  While we 
have received the updated roost tree data, to date we have not received 
revised acreages based on this new data. 

  

 

A1-97 

A1-98 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4723 

  
A1-99 Section 4.8.1.1 has been revised. 

A1-100 Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised. 

A1-101 Section 4.8.9.1 has been revised.   

A1-102 Comment noted. 

A1-103 The final EIS has been revised to include this information. 

A1-104 Appendix E has been revised. 

 

A1-99 

A1-100 

A1-101 

A1-102 

A1-103 

A1-104 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4724 

  
A1-105 Section 4.9.5 has been updated to correct this error. 

A1-106 We acknowledge that the Cheat Mountain Battlefield is no longer within the 
project APE.  The discussion in section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS has been 
updated.  

A1-107 The EIS has been corrected to clarify that only one archaeological site in the 
ACP APE was recommended for evaluative testing in West Virginia. 
Section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS has been updated.  

A1-108 All tables in section 4.10.1 of the EIS have been updated.  

A1-109 The EIS was updated to include mention of the cemetery delineation reports 
that were submitted by Atlantic; see section 4.10.1.1. 

A1-110 Table 2.1.2-1 has been updated accordingly. 

 

A1-105 

A1-106 

A1-107 

A1-108 

A1-109 

A1-110 



APPLICANT COMMENTS 
A1 – Atlantic Coast Pipeline, LLC & Dominion Energy Transmission, Inc. (cont’d) 

Applicant Comments 

Z-4725 

  
A1-111 Table 4.11.1-2 has been updated accordingly.  

A1-112 Table 4.11.1-4 has been updated accordingly. 

A1-113 The text has been updated accordingly. 

A1-114 Table 4.11.1-7 has been updated accordingly. 

A1-115 Table 4.11.1-9 has been updated accordingly. 

A1-116 The text has been updated as necessary. 

A1-117 The text has been updated accordingly. 

A1-118 Table 4.11.2-2 has been updated accordingly. 

 

A1-111 

A1-112 

A1-113 

A1-114 

A1-115 

A1-116 

A1-117 

A1-118 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4726 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 

A Lawrence Rose 20170310-0109 ALT-1 

Adam B. Neff 20170405-5020 GEN-3; GEN-8; LU-3 

Adam Riecken 20170310-0101 SAFE-1 
Adam Williams 20170310-0103 CI-2; SAFE-1; SAFE-9; SOC-2 

Ajay Batish 20170403-5007 GEN-2 

Alaina Henry 20170327-5009 GEN-14; LU-13; LU-11; VEG-2 

Alan and Rebecca Dye 20170404-0192 SAFE-3; GEN-2; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-4; SOC-5; SOC-6; SOC-7; SOC-11 

Albert Fioretti 20170404-0083 LU-14; AIR-9; GEN-3; AIR-10; GEO-1 

Albert W and Jane S Morriss 20170215-0059 GEN-3; GEO-2; SAFE-6; GEN-9 
Albert W Morris  20170310-0109 SAFE-5 

Alda M Curtis 20170223-5150 SOC-2; SOC-5; LU-13; SURF-3; SURF-9; SAFE-1; SOC-2; CI-1; CI-3; CI-5; CI-6; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Alda M Curtis 20170310-0108 CI-8; CI-3; CI-6; ALT-2 

Alden Cleanthes 20170310-0101 GEN-3; AIR-5; AIR-2; CI-3; CI-8; SAFE-1; CI-3; CI-8; GEN-2 

Alexandra M Gibson 20170310-0107 GEN-2; ALT-1; SAFE-1 
Alexandra McPherson 20170404-0057 CULT-4; GEN-3; AIR-2; SAFE-1 

Alexandra O'Hora 20170406-5023 GEN-2 

Alfred R. Dorkowitz 20170130-0028 LU-2; GEN-14 

Alice E Rowe Scruby 20170323-5003 SOC-1; SOC-6; SAFE-10; CI-2; GEN-11 

Alisha Wayne 20170310-0102 GEN-1 

Alison Shaner 20170310-0109 SOC-1; GEN-3 
Allan Moye 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Allen Johnson 20170310-0104 LU-14; LU-11; GEN-8; SOC-1; SAFE-4; SAFE-8 

Allen Johnson 20170406-0021 AIR-5; GEO-1; GEO-4; LU-12; LU-14; SAFE-1; SOC-1; SOC-2; WILD-1 
Allen M. Hale and Constance 
Brennan 

20170405-5030 CULT-6; CULT-2; CULT-1; CULT-3; GEN-5; LU-8; LU-10; SOIL-2; SURF-2; SURF-4; SURF-1; SOIL-
3; GEO-11; SOC-7; SOC-8; LU-13; SAFE-4; SOC-1; SOC-6; SOC-5; SOC-2; GEO-6; GEO-12 

Allie Arnold 20170323-5007 CI-3; ALT-1 

Allie Case 20170404-0262 GEN-2; SAFE-6; SOC-2; GEO-2 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4727 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Ally Andreus 20170321-0051 LU-13 
Allysa Adams 20170221-5021 GEN-2 

Alyssa Kartheiser 20170310-0107 SAFE-1; SAFE-10; CI-2; ALT-1 

Amanda Green 20170203-5060 GEN-13; AQU-1; WILD-1; SURF-7; GEN-4; GEN-7; GEN-1 

Amanda McGuire 20170310-0105 GW-5; GEO-4; AQU-2; GEN-8; GEN-3 

Amanda Page Stevens 20170404-0273 GEN-2 

Amanda Stoner 20170329-0007 ALT-8; SURF-3; AQU-1; SSS-1; LU-11; SOC-2 
Amber Garcia 20170404-0200 CI-3; SAFE-1; SOC-3; GEO-2; GEN-2 

Amelia L Williams 20170310-0107 CI-2; ALT-2; SOC-3 

Amelia L Williams 20170320-5033 GEN-8; GEO-6; SOIL-2; SAFE-6; VEG-1; SOC-2; SOC-1 

Amelia Steiner 20170405-5350 CI-2; CI-3 

Amena Siddiqi 20170404-0023 AIR-8; ALT-1 
Amena Siddiqi 20170404-0366 GEN-2; SOC-5 

Amy D. 20170410-0037 GEO-3 

Amy E. Smith 20170130-5003 ALT-1; GEN-14 

Amy Scott 20170310-0104 GEO-6; GEO-5; GW-5; GW-3; GW-5; GEO-1; SURF-7; SOC-7; SOC-6; LU-8; VEG-2; GEN-8; GEN-
14; CI-5 

Amy Webb 20170310-0107 SOC-5; ALT-5; SOIL-1 

Andi M Morgan 20170213-5014 GEN-8; GEN-11; GEO-5; GEO-6 

Andrea B. Wasiewski 20170406-5731 GEN-12; GEN-8; LU-11; SOC-8 

Andrea Merritt 20170210-5002 GEN-14; LU-11; ALT-1 
Andrews 20170222-0049, 

20170222-0050 
GEN-2; GEN-3; LU-3 

Andy Stump 20170310-0103 LU-13; LU-14; VEG-4; WET-4 

Angela Cremblee 20170404-0043 CULT-7; NOISE-1; CULT-4 
Angela Heuvelmans 20170405-5013 GEN-2; GEN-5; SURF-2; AIR-5 

Angela Hvitved 20170407-5033 ALT-1 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4728 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Angela Newman 20170222-0053 GEN-2; GEN-8 
Angela Newman 20170331-0033 CI-3; GW-3; GW-4 

Angela Newman 20170404-0246 GEN-2; LU-3; GEN-3; SAFE-6; SOC-2; GEO-11; SURF-4; SSS-1 

Anke Elisabeth Goetz 20170301-0094 CI-2; GEN-3; LU-13; GEN-2; SOC-2; LU-3; CI-3; CI-8; ALT-1; GEN-3 

Ann Brady 20170404-5017 GEN-3; SOC-3; ALT-1; CI-2; SURF-2; WET-1; GEN-3 

Ann H. Gratz 20170109-5028 ALT-1; AIR-2; AIR-3; GEN-2; LU-3; SOC-3; CULT-3; NOISE-1; NOISE-5; NOISE-6; SAFE-1 

Ann Murray 20170310-0111 GEN-2; GEO-2; SAFE-1; GEO-11; GEN-3; LU-3 
Anna Golos 20170310-0107 GEN-3; SAFE-1; GW-1; GW-3; GW-4 

Anne Cassebaum 20170406-5018 SURF-2 

Anne D McClung 20170310-0109 GEN-3; LU-8 

Anne Kotchek 20170406-5028 GEN-2 

Anne Lusby-Denham 20170405-5015 GEN-2; CI-8; GEO-2; SAFE-4; SURF-2; SSS-1; SAFE-1 
Anne M. Seaton 20170310-0111 GEN-1 

Anne S Bryan 20170310-0105 GEN-8 (multiple); GEO-2 

Anne S. Bryan 20170131-5004 GEN-7; GEN-6; GEO-1; GEO-2; GEN-8; GEN-11 

Anne S. Bryan 20170208-5006 GEN-3; ALT-1; LU-15 

Anne S. Bryan 20170406-5262 GEO-2; GEN-7; GEO-5 

Annette Naber 20170310-0105 GEN-3; SSS-1; GEN-14 
April Pierson-Keating 20170406-5790 AIR-2; ALT-10; ALT-2; CI-1; CI-6; LU-7; SAFE-10; SOC-1; SOC-4; SURF-7 

Arthur Brinkley 20170320-0104 GEN-1 

Arthur Lipscomb 20170310-0109 ALT-1 

Asha Greer 20170310-0107 GEN-3; SAFE-1; SOC-10; ALT-1 

Ashleigh Hobson 20170310-0109 GEN-3; ALT-2; VEG-1; WILD-1; SOC-2; LU-14; SOC-5; GW-3; GW-5; SURF-1; SOC-3; SOC-6 
Ashleigh Meade 20170404-0245 LU-12; LU-3; SSS-1; GEN-2 

Ashley Pappas 20170310-0101 GW-4; GW-5; SURF-5; SURF-6; GEO-2; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-6 

Aubrey Copson 20170310-0107 GEN-3; SOC-1 

Ava (No last name provided) 20170404-0325 SURF-2; SAFE-9; AIR-2; AIR-12; LU-11; WILD-1; GEN-2; GEO-2; SOC-5 
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Axel Goetz 20170310-0106 GEN-3; GEN-9; ALT-10; CI-2; CI-3; CI-8 
Barbara Brehm 20170227-0012 SURF-8; VEG-1; SOC-3 

Barbara Fincham 20170310-0107 GEN-2 

Barbara Franko 20170406-5011 GEN-2 

Barbara Gottlieb 20170404-5000 GEN-2; AIR-2; AIR-9; SOC-3; CI-3 

Barbara Stenross 20170329-5049 GEN-2; SOC-2; CI-3 

Barbara Tafuni 20170310-0109 ALT-4; SOIL-2 
Barbara Walsh 20170310-0109 CI-3; ALT-2; ALT-5; GW-1; WILD-1; GW-4; AIR-1; SURF-4; GEN-3; ALT-10; ALT-2; CI-1; GEO-4; 

GEN-16 

Barry (No Last Name Provided) 20170308-5153 ALT-1; SAFE-1; SAFE-9 
Bateson 20170410-0039 GEO-1 

Becca Bender 20170410-0064 GEN-8; CI-3 

Ben Butler 20170310-0107 GW-3; GW-5; ALT-1; ALT-5; SOC-1 
Benjamin P. Ogletree and Sarah 
Ogletree 

20170404-0316 GEN-2; WILD-1; AIR-2; SOC-1; SOC-3; ALT-1 

Benjamin P. Ogletree, Sarah 
Ogletree, Erica Saunders, 
William Patten 

20170404-0291 GEN-2; WILD-1; AIR-2; SOC-1; SOC-3; ALT-1 

Beth Krause 20170329-0012 GEN-2 

Beth Neuman 20170404-0049 SOC-5; CULT-4 

Betsy Sharrett 20170308-5094 GEN-1 
Betsy, Morgan and Nadya 
Greenleaf and John Nelson 

20170314-0204 LU-8; LU-11; SOC-1; SURF-3; SOC-7; LU-13; SOC-1; GEN-3 

Betty E Clifton 20170310-0109 GEN-7; SOIL-5; GW-3; GW-4; SAFE-3 

Betty Gruber 20170310-0109 GEO-2; GEN-2; LU-3; SOC-1; GW-3; GEN-9; GEN-3 
Beverly Baker Thompson 20170310-0109 GEN-2; SSS-1; LU-11; WILD-1; CULT-3 

Beverly S Riddell 20170306-0055 GEO-2 

Bill Francisco 20170310-0109 GEN-3; SOC-4; LU-3; GEO-1; GEO-4 
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Bill Johnson 20170124-5003 GEN-14 
Billy J. Crum Jr. 20170405-5361 GEN-2; GEN-3; SOC-1; SOC-6; SOC-7; SAFE-1; GEN-8; SOIL-3; LU-7; ALT-4; GEN-5 

Bo Holland 20170306-0051 CULT-3; CI-3; CI-8; GEN-3; CI-9; CI-2; SAFE-9 

Bob Carter 20170406-5155 CULT-3 

Bob Kemp 20170310-0108 SOC-1 

Brad Constable 20170124-0011 GEN-2;GEN-3; ALT-1 

Bradley Burke 20170329-0064 GEN-3; SOC-2; SURF-4; SURF-9; CI-3; SOC-4 
Bradley Samore 20170410-0065 SURF-3; ALT-1 

Brandon French 20170203-5038 GEN-1; LU-13; SSS-1; GW-3; GW-4; GW-5; GEN-7 

Brandon Martin 20170406-5229 GEN-2 

Brandon Paul 20170404-0052 CULT-4 

Brenna L Elrod 20170406-5327 GEN-2 
Brian Bowen, Jr 20170310-0107 SOIL-2; CI-2; ALT-3; GEN-3; GEN-7 

Brian Moss 20170310-0107 GEN-3; ALT-4 

Bridget Kelley-Dearing 20170404-0257 LU-11; LU-13; GEN-2; SOC-9; SAFE-6; GEO-2; SURF-4; GW-2; GW-7; SURF-2; VEG-1; VEG-3; 
SSS-1; LU-10; GEO-6; GEN-5 

Bridget Kelley-Dearing 20170406-5261 GEO-6; GEO-11 

Brooks Sharrett 20170307-5002 GEN-1 

Bruce Hankee 20170330-0077 GEN-2; SAFE-1; SOC-2 

Bruck Tinker 20170324-5206 GEN-3; ALT-1; SAFE-9 

Brynne Potter 20170310-0106 SAFE-1; GEN-2; SOC-3 
Burke Plater 20170404-0248 SAFE-6; SURF-4; GEO-11; GEO-2 

C Dusty Rhodes 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

C Robert Johnson 20170310-0101 SURF-2; AQU-1; SURF-4 

Cabell Smith 20170227-5009 GEN-2; GEN-3; ALT-1; GEN-3; SOC-2; SOC-5; GEN-8; GEN-11; VEG-3; GEN-14; LU-10; ALT-1; 
ALT-4; AIR-1; CI-1; SAFE-3; SAFE-4; SOC-3; GEO-5; GEN-11; GEN-2; LU-13 

Cabell Smith 20170406-5299 LU-13 
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Caleb K. 20170309-5178 GEN-1 
Caleb Laieski 20170405-5240 AIR-2; AIR-6; CI-3; SAFE-1; SOC-3; AIR-5 

Cameron Smith 20170404-5220 GEN-2; VEG-3; SURF-2; WET-1; SOC-1; SOC-2 

Carl Sandquist 20170320-0060 SAFE-3; SAFE-1; LU-12;  

Carl Sheets 20170224-0065 GEN-2 

Carli Mareneck 20170330-0038 GEN-8; GEN-11; GEN-3; SURF-2; GW-2; SAFE-1; SAFE-9 

Carol Nix 20170227-0008 GEN-14 
Carol Nix 20170310-0040 GEN-8; VEG-3; LU-2; LU-10; GEN-14; GEN-3; SOC-2; ALT-1; GEN-3 

Carol Nix 20170310-0103 CI-2; CI-3; CI-8; GEN-6; VEG-2; VEG-2; SURF-1; SURF-2; GEN-14; GEO-4; SURF-4; AQU-1; 
SAFE-2; SOC-2; CI-2; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Carol Phemister 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Caroline B. Sheridan 20170310-0111 GEN-2; GW-4; GEO-2; LU-11; SAFE-6; SOC-2; SOC-1; GEN-3 

Caroline Tarrentine 20170310-0109 GEN-3; LU-3; SAFE-1; ALT-1 

Carolyn Cahill 20170307-0023 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Carolyn Dina 20170404-0042 GEN-3; SOC-5; CULT-4 

Carolyn Foral 20170310-0109 LU-3; ALT-4; GEO-2; GEO-11; SAFE-7; SOC-2; LU-13; WILD-1 
Carrie Girstantas 20170406-5329 ALT-2; AIR-2; ALT-2; LU-3; SOC-10; AIR-2; ALT-1; SOC-6; CI-3; LU-10 

Carter M Douglas 20170310-0109 GW-6; SAFE-3; SOC-1 

Cate Hebert 20170222-0052 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Catharine Abbatte 20170310-0106 AIR-8; NOISE-1; SAFE-1; SAFE-3; SAFE-5 

Catherine O'Hearn 20170329-0008 GEN-2; LU-3; SURF-9; SOIL-2; VEG-1; WILD-1; NOISE-5 
Cathy Roth 20170228-0010 ALT-1; SAFE-9; GEN-14 

Cathy T. Scott 20170406-5235 LU-8; SOC-3 

Cecil Boggs 20170222-0092 GEN-2; GEN-8 

Cecilia Anderson 20170406-5375 GEN-2 

Cecilia Plante 20170407-5019 GEN-2 

Chaitali Patel 20170404-0039 SOC-5; CULT-4; ALT-4 
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Charles E. Morgan 20170405-5364 SOC-9; SOC-1; LU-4; NOISE-2; NOISE-10 
Charles F Shiflett 20170310-0107 GEN-1 

Charles F. Chong 20170407-5112 GEN-11; SOC-1 

Charles H. Friddle, lIl 20170321-0063 GEN-1 

Charles Hickox 20170403-5140 GEN-3; ALT-1; ALT-2; LU-3; SOC-2; SOC-4; VEG-1; CI-3;  

Charles Kiehl 20170404-0191 SOC-3; GEN-2; SOC-2; GEN-3; ALT-4; ALT-1; CI-2; SOC-5; LU-17; SOC-11 

Charles M and Helen C Leach 20170310-0109 GEN-1 
Charles Strickler 20170310-0109 CI-3; CI-4 

Charles T Shotton 20170310-0101 GEN-1 

Charlie Wineberg 20170310-0107 SOC-1 

Charlotte L. Rea 20170407-5102; 
20170406-5192 

GEN-2; GEN-8; SAFE-9; SOC-2; SOC-1; SOC-5; LU-13 

Cheryl Andrews 20170306-0064 GEN-2 

Cheryl Ferreira 20170406-5019 GEN-2 

Chris Anderson 20170404-0241 GEN-3; GEN-2; SOC-2; LU-3 

Chris Berg 20170221-5000 GEN-3; GEN-8; WET-2; SURF-2; CI-2; CI-3; CI-4; GEO-2; SAFE-6; SOC-1; SOC-6; GEN-8 
Chris Bolgiano 20170221-5016 VEG-1; CI-3; CI-8; CI-2; LU-3; GEN-3; ALT-1; CI-8 

Chris Preperato 20170117-5153 SURF-1; SURF-7; WET-4; GEO-3; GW-6; GEN-11; AQU-1; GW-1; GW-7; GEO-6 

Chris Rumsey 20170405-5009 GEN-2; ALT-1 

Christine Ellis 20170406-5277 CI-1; GEN-8; WET-2; WET-4 

Christine Marshall 20170310-0078 GEN-14; LU-2; LU-11 
Christine Myles Hasbrouck 20170310-0106 CI-2; LU-3; ALT-1; GEN-2; LU-15 

Christopher and Victoria Vacher 20170403-5143 GEN-2; LU-3; GW-9; GW-4; GW-5; SOC-2; ALT-1; ALT-8; GEN-8; GEN-7; GEN-11; SSS-1; CI-3 

Christopher Lish 20170406-5213 GEN-14; ALT-2; CI-3; SAFE-1; SOC-6; WET-2 

Cindy Dyballa 20170407-5007 ALT-1; CI-3; LU-10 

Cindy Palmer 20170410-0050 GEN-11; GEO-2; GEO-6; GEO-3; GW-2; SURF-3; SOC-1; SAFE-1; SOC-2 

Claudetta Stephens 20170307-0069 GEN-2; AIR-2 
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Clinton Williams 20170310-0100 GEN-1 
Clyde Henkel 20170124-0014 GEN-1 

Clyde M Henkel 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Cody Woodring 20170329-0063 GEN-3; SOC-2 

Colin Fletcher 20170406-5298 CI-3 

Colleen Bohlman 20170221-5074 CI-1; CI-3; SOC-2; AIR-2; GEN-3 

Colleen Brennan 20170313-0036 SURF-2; SURF-5; SURF-3; LU-11; LU-13; LU-15; CI-7; ALT-1 
Colleen Brennan 20170403-5019 LU-10; VEG-1; VEG-3; SSS-1; SURF-5; LU-11; CI-3; GEN-3; GEN-8; WILD-1; SOC-2; SOC-2; ALT-

4 

Colleen Brennan 20170403-5020 GEN-8; GEO-12; GEO-6; GEO-3; SAFE-6; LU-11; LU-13; SOC-2; GEN-3; SOC-2; GEN-2 
Colleen Brennan 20170403-5021 GEN-8; SURF-2; WILD-1; LU-11; SSS-1; VEG-1; SOC-2; SURF-5; GEN-3; SOC-2; LU-9 

Colleen Roby 20170216-5175 GEN-1 

Collin Bisignani 20170329-0009 GEN-2; ALT-1; ALT-8; SOC-1; SOC-4 

Colum Leckey 20170310-0109 CI-8 

Constance Brennan 20170310-0108 GEN-2; SOC-2; SOC-1; GEO-10; GEO-11; CULT-3 

Corbin Kasey 20170316-0065 ALT-1; GEN-2 
Coriena Witman 20170406-5142 GEN-2 

Corinne Cayce 20170403-5345 GEN-3; ALT-1; ALT-4; ALT-5; CI-1; CI-2; GEN-10 

Cortney Skinner 20170224-5072 LU-14; LU-11; SOC-2; GEN-3; GEN-9; GEN-8; GEN-10; GEN-9; GEN-7 

Craig Serrels 20170310-0109 SOC-2; AQU-1; AQU-2 

Cybele Lucy 20170324-5135 GEN-2 
Cynthia Epling 20170310-0104 GEN-2; SOC-6; SOC-7; SOC-8; SAFE-1; GEO-2; GW-3; GW-5; SAFE-4; SAFE-5; SOC-1; LU-13; 

GEN-3; ALT-4 

Cynthia Epling 20170314-0325 SOC-1; GW-5; GEN-3; LU-12; SOC-7; SOC-8; SAFE-9; GEO-3; SAFE-5; ALT-4; GEN-8 

Cynthia Forga 20170404-0065 CULT-4; AIR-5; ALT-2; SAFE-9 
Cynthia P Lachance 20170310-0107 GEO-1; GW-2; GEO-6; LU-13; GW-9; SOC-2; GEN-3; ALT-1; SOC-2; LU-3; GEN-2 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4734 

TABLE Z-1 
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Cynthia Patterson 20170202-5014 GEN-2; CI-3; CI-8; GEN-3; LU-3; SURF-4; SURF-9; WET-1; WET-4; GEO-1; GEO-2; GEO-5; GEO-

6; AIR-1; AIR-9 

D. Lynne Gilbert 20170406-5317 GW-5; LU-11; SOC-1 

D.P. Norton 20170307-0027 GEN-3 

Dale Jones 20170310-0107 GEO-1; WILD-1; GW-3; GW-4; GW-5 
Dan F. Faris 20170406-5014 GEN-3 

Dana Gruin 20170405-5230 GEN-2; GEN-14; GEN-3; ALT-1; CI-3 

Danette Brandy-Condon 20170302-5120 AIR-2; GEN-8; SURF-1; SURF-2; SURF-7; AIR-1; WET-2; WET-3; GEO-5; GW-5; SOC-7; WILD-1; 
GEO-1; GEO-2; GW-1; GEO-4; SOIL-3; GEN-3 

Daniel Batten 20170130-5238 CI-3; CI-8; ALT-1 

Daniel Huyes 20170406-0020 GEN-2 

Daniela Mengesha 20170323-5009 AIR-8; NOISE-9; CULT-7 

Danny Bell 20170406-5250 CULT-1; CULT-5 

Darlene Harrell-Harris 20170310-0101 GEN-2; ALT-1 
Dave Sligh 20170406-5153 GEN-8 

David and Nancy Rusinak 20170327-0009 GEN-6; GEN-8; GEN-11; CULT-3; SURF-6; WILD-2; SSS-1; SOIL-3; LU-7; LU-14; GEN-5; SAFE-3; 
SOC-1; SOC-2; CULT-2 

David Butterworth 20170310-0107 GEN-2 
David Butterworth 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

David C Roach 20170331-5509 GEN-8; GEN-11; LU-13; GW-5; GEO-3; LU-12; SOC-2 

David Collins 20170404-5004 AIR-5; GEN-8; SURF-3; SURF-4; SURF-8; GEN-6 

David D. Makel 20170407-5040 GEO-4; SOC-2; SOC-6 

David Daystar 20170410-0057 ALT-2; WILD-1 
David Duncan 20170407-5022 AIR-5; SAFE-9 

David L Collins 20170310-0107 SURF-4 

David May 20170303-5022 GEN-8; GEN-9; SOIL-2; SOIL-3; LU-13; ALT-7; SAFE-3; SOC-1 

David Miller 20170310-0109 GEN-1 
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David Rissmeyer 20170310-0109 ALT-4 
David Ritchey 20170127-0006 SAFE-10; GEN-8; LU-4; GEN-3; GEO-4; SOIL-3 

David Roach  20170201-5077 GEN-3; GEO-4; SOIL-3; LU-13; SOC-2; LU-3; GEO-3; GW-3; GW-5 

David S. Hight  20170130-0026 GEN-1 

David S. Hight  20170310-0107 GEN-1 

David Wells 20170407-5043 GEN-11; SAFE-5; SOC-2; SOC-3 

Deanna Lyerly 20170309-5139 SAFE-3; SAFE-4; ALT-10 
Debbie Naeter 20170328-0059 SOC-2; SOC-6; LU-3; GEO-6; GEO-2; GW-1; GW-4SURF-1; SURF-7; WET-3; WET-4; GEO-3; 

GEO-5; AQU-1 

Debbie Neeter 20170310-0032 VEG-1; GEO-2; SOIL-3; GEN-3; SAFE-1; ALT-1 
Deborah Funkhouser 20170404-0250 LU-13; LU-3; SSS-1; SURF-2; GW-2; SAFE-6; GEO-2; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Deborah Gittens 20170214-0022 GEN-1 

Deborah Harkrader 20170405-5038 GEN-8; GEN-14; ALT-3; CULT-1; SOC-7; SAFE-3; GEO-1; SURF-2; WILD-1 

Deborah Harris 20170223-5124 SAFE-1; GEN-3; ALT-1; CI-2; ALT-1; GEN-2 

Deborah Kushner 20170310-0106 LU-3; AIR-2; GEN-2; NOISE-1; GEN-3; SOC-3 

Deborah Kushner 20170320-5093 GEN-8; WILD-1; SSS-1; GEO-2; GW-3; LU-13; SAFE-4; SOC-10; GEN-3 
Deborah P Norton 20170222-0047 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Deborah Povich 20170310-0065 GEN-3; ALT-1 

Deborah Rabia Povich 20170310-0108 LU-2; CI-2; ALT-1 

Dee Ulderich 20170104-5017 SURF-2; SOC-2; GEN-3; GEN-9; GEN-4; CI-1; GEN-7 

Deirdre Cohalan 20170328-5113 WET-1; AQU-1; SURF-9; SAFE-9 
Deirdre Skogen 20170407-5010 ALT-2; LU-12 

Delbert Simmons 20170331-5104 GEN-2; GEN-3; VEG-3; LU-11; LU-13; ALT-4; CI-3; ALT-1; SURF-2; GW-2; WET-1; CULT-2; CULT-
3; SOC-3; LU-3; GEN-8 

Demaree Peck 20170404-0319 GEN-2; GEO-1; GEO-2; GEO-11; SURF-4; SURF-2; AQU-2; SSS-1; GEN-2; VEG-1; SOC-5 
Demaree Peck 20170404-0327 GEN-2; GEO-1; GEO-2; SURF-4; SURF-2; WILD-1; SSS-1 

Demaree Peck 20170405-0140 GEN-3; SOC-2; ALT-1 
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Denise Tuso 20170331-5094 ALT-8; SAFE-6 
Dennis Avery 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

Dennis Bryant 20170224-0064 GEN-2 

Derek Martin 20170406-5302 LU-14; GEO-3 

Destiny Waag 20170310-0101 GEN-2 

Diahn Simonini 20170404-0058 CULT-4; NOISE-9; SAFE-1; SAFE-3; SAFE-5 

Diana Schmidt 20170210-0007 GEN-3; VEG-1; WILD-1; SSS-1; GEN-11; SURF-1; WET-4; CI-3; CI-6; AIR-9; ALT-1; ALT-4; AIR-13; 
SAFE-1; SOC-3; GEO-5; GW-5 

Diana Woodall 20170410-5201 LU-2; LU-11; LU-14; LU-7;  

Diane Korte 20170403-5125 GEN-8; Gen-9; GEN-7; GEO-2; GEN-11; GEO-11; SOIL-3; SOIL-2; CI-1; GEO-5; GEN-3; LU-3 
Diane Korte 20170406-5155 GEN-8; GEN-11; GEO-6; ALT-4; ALT-10; ALT-2 

Diane Orndoff 20170310-0109 GEN-3; GEO-2; ALT-3 

Dianna Sicilia 20170310-0109 GEO-3; GW-7; SAFE-9; GEN-3; LU-3; LU-2; LU-10; AQU-2 

Dillon Culbreth 20170406-5292 SAFE-10; SOC-10 

Dimitriyka Holmes 20170123-5241 GEO-3; GW-1; GW-2; GEO-4; SOIL-3; LU-13; SOC-1; WET-1; GEN-2 

Domenica Nuttall 20170310-0103 SAFE-1; SAFE-4 
Don Lansing 20170310-0107 LU-3; CI-2; ALT-1; GEN-3; GEN-2 

Don Steck 20170206-5113 GEN-11; SURF-1; GEN-11; SURF-7; WET-4; GEO-5; GW-5; GEN-11; AQU-1; GEO-6 

Donald Hansen 20170314-0379 SAFE-1; SAFE-3; SOC-2; SAFE-9 

Donald L. Teter 20170406-5293 ALT-2; CULT-3; SAFE-5; SSS-1 

Donna Miller 20170222-5081 GEN-2  
Donna Shaunesey 20170328-5001 CULT-7; SOC-10 

Donna Shaunesey 20170328-5003 GEN-3; GEN-14; SURF-2; LU-11 

Doranne Bowman 20170404-0100 GEN-8; CI-3; CI-2 

Doris L. Marsh 20170407-5005 LU-12; LU-13; SAFE-1; SAFE-3; SOC-2 

Dorothy J Suttmiller 20170310-0101 GEN-3; ALT-1; CI-4; CI-2; SURF-2 

Douglas Ange 20170320-0137 GEN-1 
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Douglas Olson 20170310-0106 GEN-2; ALT-1; SOC-3 
Douglas Thorp 20170310-0101 CI-2; CI-3; CI-8 

Dr. Jane B Taylor 20170310-0107 GEO-10; SOIL-1; SAFE-1 

Dr. Kim E. Koo 20170405-5136 GEN-2; SOC-6; CI-8 

Dr. Lakshmi Fjord 20170310-0106 SOC-3; CULT-3; AIR-2 

Dr. Leah Rowland 20170404-5010 GEN-2; GEN-5; CI-2; GEN-3; SOC-1; SOC-5; SURF-2; GEO-4; GEO-2; WILD-1; LU-11; VEG-3; LU-
8; GEN-14; SOIL-2; GEO-4 

Dr. Prem Anjali 20170327-5256 LU-3; SOC-1; SOC-2; LU-11; SOC-6; SOC-2; ALT-1; CI-2; GEN-8; SAFE-6; CULT-3; SOC-8; SAFE-
4; SOC-5; GEN-9; GEO-13; SAFE-10 

Dr. Roger Dean 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

Dr. William M. Shobe 20170407-5100 GEN-3; ALT-2 

Dream Anderson 20170310-0111 LU-3; GEN-2; GEN-3 

Dreana Anderson 20170310-0109 LU-3; GEN-2; GEO-2; LU-10; GEN-3; SOC-2; ALT-2; ALT-1; SOC-4; ALT-4 

Dylan Russell Leech 20170329-0013 GEN-2; GEN-3; SOC-2 
E. Spinner O'Flaherty 20170310-0102 SOC-12 

E.F. 20170404-0067 CULT-4; CULT-3 

Ed Scerby 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Edna Oakes 20170215-0057 GEN-1 

Edward Fischman 20170406-5516 AIR-5; ALT-1 

Edward Gillespie 20170406-5061 GEN-1 
Edward Qubain 20170404-0258 GEN-2; SAFE-6; GEO-2; SURF-4; SSS-1; LU-3; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Edward R Long 20170310-0109 SOC-1; GEN-2 

Edward Wulin 20170310-0107 GEO-2; SAFE-6; GEN-2 

Eileen Hinks 20170315-5145 GEN-3; GW-2; GW-5; WET-2; WILD-1; SSS-1; GEN-5; NOISE-1; LU-13; SAFE-3; AIR-2; CULT-3; 
CULT-4 

Eileen Maybee 20170310-0107 ALT-5; SAFE-1; GEN-2 

Elaine Becker 20170404-5016 GEN-2; SURF-2; ALT-1 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4738 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Elaine M. Phillips 20170117-5005 GEN-14; GEN-2; LU-2; LU-11; SAFE-1; GEN-3; CI-3; CI-8 
Elaine McNamara 20170406-5761 GEN-1 

Elaine Page 20170307-0022 GEN-3 

Elaine Page 20170307-0026 GEN-3 

Elaine Wine 20170407-0233 GEN-3; SAFE-1; SURF-7 

Eleanor L. Bell 20170407-0245 SURF-7; VEG-2; GEN-17; GEN-11; GEN-8; GEO-6; GW-9; LU-7; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-5 

Eleanor Labiosa 20170117-0041 SAFE-1; SURF-5; SURF-6 
Eleanor Labiosa 20170126-0022 GEN-2 

Eleanor Labiosa 20170328-0018 CI-3; CI-5; GEN-3; GEN-9; GEN-2; VEG-3; SURF-2; SOC-1; SAFE-3; LU-1; CI-2; GEN-10 

Eleanor Labiosa 20170331-0139 NOISE-7 

Eleanor Labiosa 20170404-0034 GEN-2; SAFE-3; LU-3; GEN-8 

Eleanor M. Amidon 20170130-5020 GEN-8; GEN-11; GEN-14 
Eleanor M. Amidon 20170224-5118 GEN-12; GEN-8; GEN-11 

Eleanor M. Amidon 20170303-5069 LU-13; LU-14; LU-2; LU-11; LU-10; LU-6 

Eleanor M. Amidon 20170308-5035 CI-4; AIR-1 

Eleanor M. Amidon 20170320-5031 GEN-8; VEG-1 

Eleanor M. Amidon 20170327-5011 CI-3; CI-6 

Eleanor Wertman 20170329-5163 GEN-2; ALT-1; SOC-2; VEG-3; SURF-4; SURF-5; SOIL-3; SOC-3; CI-3 
Eli Fishpaw 20170404-0304 GEN-2; GEO-1; AQU-1 

Eli Sutton 20170224-5004 GEN-3; SOC-2; GEN-2 

Elijah Kreykes 20170405-5342 GEN-2; AIR-2 

Elisabeth Daystar 20170310-0111 VEG-2; SURF-2; GEN-2; GEO-12 

Elisabeth Daystar 20170410-0051 LU-3; GEO-3; GW-3 
Elisabeth Daystar 20170404-0106 GEN-2; SAFE-6; GEO-2; GEN-3; LU-3 

Elise Lauterbach 20170406-5033 CULT-2; GEN-8 

Eliza Barry 20170206-5006 GEN-2 

Eliza Barry 20170209-5007 GEN-2; ALT-1 
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TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Eliza Barry 20170221-5026 GEN-2 
Elizabeth A Adams 20170407-5036 ALT-1; SOIL-3 

Elizabeth B Sharrett 20170310-5105 GEN-1 

Elizabeth Doson 20170310-0107 GEN-3; ALT-1; WET-2; SURF-2; CI-3; CI-8; SOC-1; SOC-2; AIR-2; SOC-6 

Elizabeth Eisnor 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Elizabeth H Tabony 20170320-5035 GEN-8; GEN-11; VEG 3; SURF-2; SAFE-6; GEN-7; LU-8; WET-1 

Elizabeth Kennon Williams 20170310-0108 CI-3 
Elizabeth Knapp 20170310-0105 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Elizabeth LaPrelle 20170310-0107 GEN-14 

Elizabeth Leverone 20170310-0107 LU-7; SAFE-1; LU-3; GW-5; SURF-8; SOC-1 

Elizabeth Mandell 20170327-5006 GEN-8; GEN-2; LU-6; SOC-5; CULT-3 

Elizabeth Purvis Shephard 20170310-0107 GW-3; GW-5; SURF-9 
Elizabeth R Harris 20170310-0100 GEN-1 

Elizabeth T Brooks 20170228-0253 SOC-4; ALT-1 

Elizabeth Todd 20170404-0260 GEN-3; ALT-4; GEN-2  

Elizabeth Tumilty 20170310-0101 SAFE-9; SURF-2 

Elizabeth Woolsey 20170228-0263 GW-3; SAFE-1; SURF-2; SURF-9; GEN-3 

Ellie Johnston 20170310-0109 GEN-2; GEN-9; ALT-1 
Elwyn and Nancy Rinker 20170310-0109 GW-4; SAFE-1; ALT-4 

Elza James Allen 20170307-0068 GEN-2; AIR-2; SAFE-1 

Emil Kritzer 20170310-0107 LU-3 

Emily McDougal 20170329-0011 SOC-8; NOISE-5; SOC-2; SOC-2; LU-13, LU-14 

Emily Reynolds 20170406-5322 GEN-2 
Emily Salle 20170407-5037 GEN-11; GEN-8 

Emily Singer 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

Emily Sproul 20170310-0111 GEO-2; SURF-2; SAFE-6; CI-3 

Emma L Earnst 20170406-5000 CULT-2 
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Z-4740 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Eric Sharp 20170310-0104 GEN-1 
Eric Solomon 20170310-0107 SAFE-3; LU-13 

Erica Marks 20170302-5178 GEN-2; GEO-2; SURF-5; SOC-2; SAFE-1 

Erik K Milnes 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Erin Halleran 20170213-5089 GEN-8 

Erin Hutchison Martin 20170406-5300 GW-2; SAFE-9 

Erin Kist 20170310-0107 GEN-2; LU-2; CI-2; SOC-3; SAFE-6; SOC-6; CULT-1; CULT-3; LU-14 
Erin M Lahan 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Erin M Lahar 20170310-0106 GEN-2 

Erin Trzell 20170310-0109 CI-1; AIR-6; GEN-3; GEO-2; GEO-3; SAFE-10; GEN-2 

Ernest and Becky Bowling 20170214-0018 GEN-1 

Ernest Love 20170407-5013 LU-10; LU-13; SOC-2 
Esther Thatcher 20170310-0107 SOC-2; SOC-1; SAFE-1; CI-2 
Example of Wintergreen form 
letter 

20170321-0013 SAFE-3 

Eyal Aviv 20170406-5323 ALT-1; LU-10 
Fam Liner 20170405-0121 GEO-2; SAFE-6 

Famuliner 20170404-0107 SSS-1 

Faye C. Cooper 20170406-5195 ALT-2; GEO-2; LU-3 

Faye Cooper 20170310-0109 GEN-3; LU-3; GEO-2; CI-3 

Fiona Ream 20170404-0017 CULT-4; ALT-4 
Florence Ambika Cristelli 20170404-0069 SOC-5; SAFE-1; SAFE-9; WILD-1; GEN-2; GEN-3; ALT-4; AIR-2; AIR-8 

Frances Racette 20170310-0107 GEN-2; LU-3 

Francine Johnston 20170224-0015 GEN-3; SOC-2 

Francis and Catherine Puhala 20170404-0194 GEN-1 

Frank Battaglia 20170216-0049 GEN-2 

Frank D Holub 20170306-0054 GEN-3; GEN-2; VEG-3; WET-1; VEG-2 
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Individual Comments 

Z-4741 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Frank Strassler 20170406-5048 CULT-3 
Frank Watkins 20170111-0010 CI-2; GEO-4; GEO-10; SOIL-3; SURF-5; SURF-6; SAFE-1; GEN-3 

Fred and Bonnie Powell 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Frederick W Winter 20170308-0075 GEN-8; SAFE-1; LU-12; SOC-1 

Freeman Mowres 20170310-0107 GEN-3; LU-3 

Frits van der Leeden 20170405-0043 GEO-5; GEO-1; GEO-2; SAFE-6 

G. Daugherty 20170307-0024 GEN-2; GEN-3 
Gabriel Lennertz 20170404-0087 GEN-2 

Gabriel Saenz 20170404-0053 CULT-4; NOISE-1; AIR-8 

Gail A. Fisher 20170126-5001 LU-2; GEN-14 

Gale M. Foulds 20170406-5021 GEN-2 

Gale Simplicio 20170404-5003 GW-5; GEN-2; GEN-8; GEN-5; SURF-2; WET-4; AQU-1; GW-7; GEO-11 
Gary R. Madison 20170320-0140 SAFE-3; SAFE-1; LU-12; ALT-10;  

Gary Reed 20170403-5449 SOC-1; SAFE-1 

Gayle Floyd 20170301-0021 GEN-2 

Genevieve Ray Lyons 20170403-5323 SOC-2; LU-11; ALT-2; GEN-3; CI-2; GEN-2 

George and Carol Taylor 20170310-0109 LU-15; SAFE-1 

George Bell 20170407-0248 SAFE-5; SURF-4; SURF-7 
George Haro 20170404-0153 SOC-5; SAFE-1; SAFE-4; AIR-2; AIR-6; SOC-5; SOC-8; SOC-3; GEN-3 

George Sproul 20170310-0109 SURF-2; LU-13; GEO-2; CI-4 

Georgianne Stinnett 20170406-5753 ALT-4; CI-3; GEN-7; GEN-8; LU-15; LU-3; SAFE-1; SOC-10 

Gerald Sackett 20170406-5042 AIR-5; GEN-3; SOC-6 

Gerald W DeWitt 20170310-0107 ALT-4; SOC-2; SOC-1; SAFE-3; SOC-7 
Gerald W DeWitt 20170403-5493 SAFE-6; SAFE-3 

Gerald W DeWitt 20170403-5495 SOC-2; SOC-5; SOC-11 

Gina Brockway 20170404-5140 GEN-14; SURF-2; CI-2; SOC-6; SOC-1; SOC-2; ALT-1; GEN-2; GEN-10 

Ginny Johnson 20170404-0326 GEN-2; WILD-1; SURF-2; WET-1; SURF-4; VEG-1; SSS-1; GEN-14 
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TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Ginny Johnson 20170405-0132 SURF-2 
Glen Robertson 20170308-0077 GEN-1 

Gloria Daly 20170310-0107 SAFE-3; SOC-1; GEO-4 

Gloria Haislip 20170310-0101 GEN-3; ALT-1; SCO-2; WET-2; GW-4; GW-5; SURF-5; SURF-6; SOIL-1 

Gloria Tolbert 20170214-0014 GEN-1 

Gloria Tolbert 20170310-0107 GEN-1 

Grace I Williams 20170310-0101 ALT-1; GEN-2 
Graham Hatch 20170310-0101 GEN-8; GEN-9 

Gray Scott 20170404-0051 LU-10; ALT-4 

Greg Jacobs 20170405-5087 CULT-5 

Gregg Clemmer 20170406-5155 GEO-1; LU-11 

Gregory B Null 20170327-5021 ALT-10 
Gretchen Sukow 20170404-0249 GEN-3; ALT-4; SAFE-6; SURF-3; SAFE-1; SOIL-2; GEO-11; SSS-1; LU-3 

Gustav Hauser 20170320-0147 GEN-1 

Guy Freesen 20170310-0109 LU-8; LU-5; GEN-8 

Hagai Nassau 20170131-5153 GEN-14; LU-11 

Hank and Andrea Roadcap 20170310-0109 GEN-3; ALT-1; LU-13; SURF-2; SAFE-1 

Hannah Sykes 20170407-5024 ALT-1 
Hannah Wald 20170405-5254 GEN-2; GEN-14 

Harold A Pillar 20170310-0107 GEN-1 

Harold Wood 20170405-5078 NOISE-2; NOISE-3; SOC-7 

Harriet Kaplan 20170406-5176 ALT-1 

Harvey Schmitt 20170216-5107 GEN-1 
Heather Coiner 20170103-5005 SOC-1 

Heather Hunter-Nickels 20170406-5211 ALT-1 

Heather L. Haines 20170404-0071 GEN-8; GEN-11; LU-2; SURF-4; ALT-2 
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TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Heather Lantz 20170403-5014 LU-11; LU-13; LU-14; GEO-2; SAFE-6; SURF-2; SURF-3; SURF-4; GW-4; SSS-1; VEG-1; VEG-3; 

GEN-5 

Heather Peck 20170406-5334 GEN-2 

Heather Price 20170404-0261 GEN-3; SAFE-6; GEO-2; GW-2; SURF-2; SSS-1 

Heather Ransom 20170310-0104 GEN-3 
Heidi Dhivya Berthoud and 
Réjean Rishi Dion 

20170405-5082 GEN-2; GEN-9; SOC-10; AIR-1; SOC-6; GEN-3; SAFE-1; GEO-13; SAFE-2; SOC-3; SOC-1; AIR-2; 
CI-8 

Helen Huber 20170320-0109 GEN-1 

Helen Martin 20170330-0096 GEN-14 
Hellen Wilson 20170406-5007 GEN-2 

Hellen Wilson 20170406-5010 SAFE-1 

Henri Weems 20170331-5490 GEN-3; SOC-1; SOC-2; SAFE-1; ALT-1; ALT-2; SOC-4 

Henry D Bruns III 20170406-5511 AIR-5; ALT-1; ALT-2; CI-2 

Henry D Bruns III 20170406-5514 GEN-2 
Henry Heller 20170310-0107 GEN-2 

Henry Neal 20170310-0102 GEN-1 

Hiliary Day 20170321-0021 ALT-2; ALT-1; ALT-4; CI-2; LU-3 

Hoawrd D. Miller 20170404-5141 GEN-14; SURF-2; GEO-11; VEG-4; WILD-1; AIR-2; GEN-3 

Holly Dougherty 20170407-5012 GEN-1 

Hope Farrior 20170406-5017 GEN-2 
Howard Arthur Williams 20170310-0107 SAFE-1; SAFE-4; AIR-2; ALT-1 

Ida Smith 20170228-0262 CI-3; CI-4; CI-8; ALT-1; GEN-3 

Ida Smith 20170310-0107 CI-3; ALT-1 

Ievgenii Kovalenko 20170404-0177 SOC-5; GW-3; SAFE-9; SAFE-1; SOC-1; SOC-7; NOISE-5 

Iman Messado 20170404-0244 GEN-3; SOC-2; GEN-2; SAFE-9; SAFE-1; ALT-4; SSS-1; LU-10 
Individual (illegible) 20170309-0032 GEN-2 

Individual (illegible) 20170329-0062 GEN-2; LU-11 
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TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Individual (illegible) 20170331-0143 GEN-8; GEN-7; GEN-2; GEN-3; GEN-11 
Individual (illegible) 20170404-0236 GEN-2; SURF-5; GW-4; AIR-1 

Individual (illegible) 20170404-0240 GEN-3; GEN-2; SAFE-6; SOIL-3; LU-3; SOC-2 

Individual (illegible) 20170407-0236 GW-2; GW-3; SAFE-1; GEN-3; SOC-5 

Individual (no name provided) 01 20170222-0051 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Individual (no name provided) 02 20170301-0022 GEN-2 

Individual (no name provided) 03 20170310-0101 CULT-2 
Individual (no name provided) 04 20170310-0101 CI-3; CI-8 

Individual (no name provided) 05 20170310-0101 CI-3; CI-8 

Individual (no name provided) 06 20170310-0101 LU-5 

Individual (no name provided) 07 20170310-0101 LU-3; VEG-2; LU-5 

Individual (no name provided) 08 20170310-0101 WILD-1; SURF-2; SURF-9 
Individual (no name provided) 09 20170310-0101 LU-3 

Individual (no name provided) 10 20170310-0101 GEN-2 

Individual (no name provided) 11 20170310-0101 GEN-2 

Individual (no name provided) 12 20170310-0101 GEN-2 

Individual (no name provided) 13 20170310-0101 SSS-1; VEG-2; SAFE-1; GEO-2; SAFE-6; LU-3 

Individual (no name provided) 14 20170310-0101 SAFE-1 
Individual (no name provided) 15 20170310-0109 CI-1; CI-7; CI-3 

Individual (no name provided) 16 20170321-0031 GEN-2 

Individual (no name provided) 17 20170405-0141 VEG-1; SSS-1; WILD-1 

Individual (no name provided) 18 20170405-5052 GEN-9; ALT-1; GEN-2 

Individual (no name provided) 19 20170405-5055 GEN-2; WILD-1; AIR-2 
Individual (no name provided) 20 20170405-5238 WILD-1; SSS-1 

Individual (no name provided) 21 20170406-5155 CI-1; GEN-11; GEN-12; GEN-8 

Individual (no name provided) 22 20170406-5155 CI-1; CI-6 

Individual (no name provided) 23 20170406-5155 LU-3; LU-12; LU-13; WILD-1; GEO-3; GW-5; GEO-4; VEG-2; SOC-1; WET-1; WET-2 
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Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Individual (no name provided) 24 20170406-5155 GEN-8; GEN-11; ALT-2; VEG-1; VEG-2; SSS-1; AQU-2; LU-14; LU-2; SOC-2;  
Individual (no name provided) 25 20170406-5155 

(32082494) 
ALT-2; ALT-4; GEN-3; SOC-4; LU-3; ALT-3; ALT-10; SOC-2; SOC-2; ALT-1 

Individual (no name provided) 26 20170410-0028 LU-3 

Individual (no name provided) 27 20170410-0035 GEN-2 
Individual (no name provided) 28 20170410-0041 GEN-2 

Ira Moore Agricola 20170308-0077 GEN-1 

Irene Ellis Leech 20170406-5716 GEO-2; ALT-10; ALT-2; CULT-3; CULT-4; GEN-8; GEN-9; LU-1; LU-12; SAFE-1; SAFE-10; SAFE-5; 
SOC-1; SOC-10; SOC-4 

Izaak Kreykes 20170405-5339 CI-8; GEN-14; GEN-2; ALT-1 

J Douglas Wellman 20170301-0074 ALT-3 

J Douglas Wellman 20170406-5155 GEN-8; ALT-4; GEN-3; SOC-4; SOC-6; SOC-1; SOC-2; GEN-7; ALT-3; ALT-1; ALT-2; CI-1; CI-4; 
SOC-5 

J Massey Teel 20170310-0107 SAFE-9; SOC-2; ALT-1 

J. Dana McCarron 20170410-5000 GEN-8; CI-3; GEN-11; ALT-8 

J. McCollough Burns 20170407-5028 GEO-4; SOC-8; SURF-3; SURF-4; SURF-5 

J. Vann 20170404-0074 GW-4; LU-3 

J.C. 20170404-0050 CULT-4; SOC-7; NOISE-1 
J.D. Cromer 20170228-0074 SAFE-1; GW-5 

Jack Daly 20170310-0108 SAFE-3 

Jack Wilson 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Jack Wilson 20170405-5000 GEN-2; GEN-7; GEN-8; GEN-9; GEN-14; LU-18 

Jack Wilson 20170405-5002 GEN-2; GEN-8; CULT-2; GW-4; SURF-2; SOC-6 
Jack Wilson 20170405-5004 LU-18 

Jack Wilson 20170405-5005 GEN-7; GEN-9 

Jack Wilson 20170405-5006 SOC-6; SAFE-5 

Jack Wilson 20170405-5032 GW-8; GW-9; SOC-5; GEN-3; SAFE-5; SOC-6 
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TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
James Blagg 20170227-5036 GEN-1 
James Booker 20170405-5078 GEN-2 

James F Wright 20170221-5022 SOC-2; SOC-8; LU-13; GEN-2; GEN-3; VEG-1; GEN-11; GEN-14; SURF-1; WET-4; CI-3; CI-4; CI-8; 
AIR-9; ALT-1; ALT-4; AIR-13; SAFE-1; SOC-3; GEO-5; GW-5 

James F Wright 20170221-5023 GEN-2; GEN-14; LU-11 
James F Wright 20170310-0107 GEN-2 

James G Cuammett 20170310-0109 SOC-6; SOC-1; GEN-3 

James Garner 20170320-5013 SAFE-3 

James H Hughes 20170228-5089 GEN-14 

James Hunter 20170404-0233 LU-11; GEO-12; GEN-11; GEN-7; SOC-2; LU-13; LU-14; NOISE-5; AIR-1; SURF-2; SOC-5; CI-1; 
SOIL-2; SOIL-3; SURF-9 

James J Van Gundy 20170310-0102 GEO-4; GEO-1; GW-3 

James L. Spencer 20170131-0027 GEN-1 

James Lee 20170316-5131 GEN-1 
James M Phemister 20170310-0109 GEN-3; ALT-4; GEO-4 

James Matthews 20170406-5278 GEO-1 

James Matthews 20170406-5279 ALT-4; CI-1 

James Matthews 20170406-5280 LU-3 

James Matthews 20170406-5281 LU-10; LU-5 

James Matthews 20170406-5282 SAFE-1 
James Matthews 20170406-5283 SOC-1 

James Matthews 20170406-5284 CULT-3 

James Orndoff 20170310-0109 ALT-4; ALT-1; GEN-2 

James Plitt 20170301-5008 GEN-3; CI-2; SOC-2; SOC-2 

James R Wayne 20170310-0102 GEN-1 
James R Wayne 20170310-0104 GEN-1 

James R White 20170310-0102 GEN-1 
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Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
James R Whitlock 20170310-0109 GEN-2; CI-2 
James Revercomb III 20170127-5037 GEN-14; GEN-9; GEO-2; SAFE-6 

James Troy 20170310-0107 GEO-3; SAFE-1; VEG-3; CI-3 

James W Barton 20170406-5001 GEN-2 

James W Mandell 20170316-5001 GEN-2 

Jan Boudart 20170406-5022 SAFE-9 

Jan Boudart 20170406-5024 SAFE-9 
Jan Boudart 20170406-5026 SAFE-9 

Jan Boudart 20170406-5027 SAFE-9 

Jan T Haro 20170404-0150 SOC-5; GEN-3; AIR-2; AIR-5; SAFE-1; SOC-1 

Jane and James Raup 20170404-5261 ALT-4; ALT-5; GEN-9; GEN-5; GEN-3 

Jane and Whit Morriss 20170224-0016 GEN-2 
Jane Birdsong 20170310-0103 GEO-2; SAFE-6; SOC-8; GEN-3; SOC-2; ALT-1 

Jane Bloodworth Rowe 20170306-5012 GEN-3; ALT-4; ALT-1 

Jane Ellen Morningstar 20170310-0104 SURF-2; SURF-9; SAFE-9; SOC-2 

Jane Powers 20170320-5002 GEN-8; GEN-9 

Jane S Morriss 20170214-0015 LU-4; SAFE-1; SAFE-9; GEN-2; GEN-3; GEN-8 

Jane Steele 20170306-0072 GEN-2; GEN-3 
Jane Twitmyer 20170310-0107 GEN-3 

Janet Hunter 20170310-0107 GEN-7; GEN-13; LU-11; LU-13; GEO-6 

Janet Wellman 20170301-0094 GEN-7; GEN-9; GEN-3; GEN-5; GEN-8 

Janette Martin 20170405-5008 GEN-14;SOC-1; ALT-7; ALT-8 

Jared Rigby 20170130-5002 GEN-14; GEO-2; SAFE-6 
Jason Annable 20170310-0107 LU-3; ALT-4; GEN-3 

Jay Roberts 20170310-0107 NOISE-3; GEN-11; SOC-6; SAFE-1; SAFE-1 

Jeanette Spreemann 20170310-0101 GEN-8; GEN-9; GEN-7 

Jeanne Finley 20170127-5033 GEN-14 
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Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Jeanne L. Bell 20170407-0247 GEO-3; GW-6; GW-8; GEO-9; GW-1; AQU-2; GEN-11; GEN-8; GEO-11; GEO-6; GW-5; SAFE-1; 

SOC-6; SOC-8; SURF-1; VEG-2 

Jeanne M. Dorman 20170405-5019 SURF-5; WILD-1 

Jeanne Minnix 20170222-5133 GEN-2  

Jeannie Ambrose 20170407-5041 GW-3; LU-3; SOC-10; SOC-2 
Jeannne T. Hoffman 20170405-5017 GEO-5; GEN-2 

Jefferson Boyer 20170329-5134 GEN-2; AIR-6; CI-3; SOC-3; ALT-1 

Jeffrey McGann 20170310-0107 ALT-5 

Jen Lewis 20170314-0332 GW-3 

Jenna Crawley 20170405-5010 GEN-2; SOC-6; ALT-4; ALT-1 
Jennifer Andrews 20170404-0252 VEG-1; SAFE-6; GEO-2 

Jennifer Gonzalez 20170404-5021 GEN-2; GEN-14; SURF-2; GEN-2; SURF-4; SAFE-1 

Jennifer Lewis 20170310-0111 LU-3; SURF-2 

Jennifer Lewis 20170321-5001 SURF-9; LU-11; LU-3; ALT-1; GEN-2 

Jennifer Taylor 20170307-0021 GEN-3 

Jennifer Williams 20170405-5018 ALT-4; ALT-1; CI-1; CI-2 
Jenny Powell 20170405-5256 GEN-5 

Jenny Rebecca 20170403-5491 GEN-3; ALT-2; ALT-4; ALT-1; ALT-5; GEN-10; CI-1; CI-2 

Jeremy Little 20170310-0101 GEN-2 

Jerry Medlin 20170330-5280 GEN-1 

Jerry Tenney 20170310-0101 CI-3; CI-8; ALT-1 
Jesse D Williams 20170310-0101 GEN-7; SURF-5; SURF-6; GEN-3; ALT-10; GEN-2 

Jessica King 20170330-5090 GEN-3; ALT-4; SOC-4 

Jessica King 20170330-5175 LU-9; VEG-3 

Jessica King 20170330-5178 SURF-4; SAFE-9; GW-2; GEN-3 

Jessica King 20170330-5188 GEN-2; ALT-1 

Jessica King 20170330-5194 GEN-2; ALT-1; AIR-1 
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Jessica King 20170330-5204 GEN-3; GEN-2 
Jessica Mitsch 20170323-5010 GEN-11 

Jessica Shulman 20170329-0006 AIR-1; SURF-9; CI-3; GEN-3; GEN-2; SOC-4 

Jessica Sims 20170310-0107 GEN-4; GEO-4; GEO-5; GW-5; SURF-9; CI-3; ALT-4 

Jessie Opier 20170329-0014 SURF-2; SSS-1; GW-2; SAFE-1; LU-6 

Jill R Fulmer 20170320-5107 GEN-8; GEN-3; GEN-11; ALT-10 

Jill U Reed 20170406-5046 LU-8; SOC-1 
Jim Hughes 20170406-5049 ALT-2; SOC-6 

Jim Steitz 20170210-0035 GEN-2; GEN-14; LU-11; GEN-3 

Jnanam MacIsaac 20170406-0018 GEN-2; SOC-10; GEN-5; NOISE-2; NOISE-3; SAFE-1; AIR-5; LU-3 

Jo Ann Armstrong 20170310-0108 LU-13; CI-5; SOC-2; SOC-5; SSS-1; GW-4; CI-3; GEN-9 

Joan Klappert 20170404-0055 GEN-2 
Joani Chapman 20170404-0145 GEN-2 

Joanna Salidis 20170310-0107 GEN-8; GEN-11; ALT-2; GEN-3; GEO-11; SOC-5; SOC-6 

Joanne White 20170307-0096 SAFE-1 

Joanne White 20170310-0107 SAFE-1 

Joanne White 20170320-5036 SAFE-1; SAFE-3 

Joe Bearden 20170310-0099 GEN-3; CI-3; CI-8; SAFE-9; SURF-2; GW-2 
Joe Cook 20170228-0232 GEN-3; WET-2; SURF-1; SURF-2; CI-2; CI-3; CI-4; SAFE-6; GEO-2; SOC-6; SOC-2; SOC-1; GEN-

11; ALT-10 

John A Cruickshank 20170310-0107 CI-2; GEN-3; SOC-2; SAFE-6; ALT-1; LU-11 
John Beisner 20170331-0006 LU-11; SSS-1; GEN-3; ALT-4 

John Brubaker 20170406-5485 SURF-2 

John D Wellman 20170321-5030 Alt-3  

John D Wellman 20170321-5038 GEN-3; GEN-8; GEN-11; CI-3 

John D Wellman 20170324-0055 GEN-3; GEN-8; GEN-11; CI-3 

John D. Runkle 20170316-5063 CI-3; GEN-10; AIR-5 
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John E Nestler 20170310-0103 GEN-1 
John Foraste 20170310-0109 GEN-2; ALT-1 

John Kowal 20170410-0040 LU-3 

John Leyzorek 20170404-5173 GEN-3 

John M. Leyzorek 20170404-5162 GEN-8 

John M. Leyzorek 20170404-5182 GEN-8; LU-7; SOC-8 

John Maybee 20170310-0107 GEO-4; SOIL-3; SAFE-3 
John McCue 20170405-5334 GEN-3; GEN-8; ALT-4; LU-3 

John McKeithen 20170310-0107 GEO-4; SOIL-3 

John Pickard 20170407-5021 ALT-1; ALT-10; CI-1 

John Reeves 20170403-5010 GEN-3; ALT-4; ALT-1; GEO-2; SAFE-6; SOIL-3; SOIL-2; GEO-4; CEO-11; GEO-13; SURF-9; AQU-
1; SSS-1; VEG-1; ALT-5; WILD-1; LU-11 

John S Claman 20170310-0108 SAFE-3; GEO-2; SOIL-2; SAFE-1; SAFE-10 

John Sebrell 20170410-0033 GEN-3 

John Steven Carruth 20170405-5353 GEN-8; SSS-1; VEG-3; GEN-14; SOC-1; GEN-2; GEO-2; GEO-5 

John Wagner 20170407-5042 SSS-1; WILD-1; WET-2; SURF-2 
John Wagner 20170407-5047 GEN-8: CUM-1; WET-2 

John Wagner 20170407-5048 GEN-7; GEN-8 

Jon Grainger 20170324-0034 GEN-2 

Jon Lee 20170323-5005 CI-3; SOC-6; ALT-1 

Jonah Tobias 20170317-5017 GEN-2 
Jonathan D Gerst 20170210-5035 GEO-12 

Joni Klemencic 20170221-5014 GEN-2; CI-3; CI-8 

Joseph Madison  20170310-0107 LU-3; GEN-3; SAFE-1 

Joseph Umstead 20170321-0014 GEN-2; ALT-1; CI-2 

Joshua Copson 20170310-0107 SAFE-1; ALT-5 

Joshua Vana 20170310-0109 ALT-2; SOC-3; SAFE-9; GEN-8; AIR-8 
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Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Joy Loving 20170215-5131 GEN-8, GEN-11; GEN-14 
Joyce Allen Brown 20170309-0006 GEN-2; AIR-2 

Joyce Burton 20170404-5027 GEN-8; GEO-11; GEO-4; SOIL-4; LU-13 

Joyce Burton 20170404-5094 GEN-14; VEG-1; VEG-3 

Joyce Burton 20170405-5348 GEO-5; GEO-6 

Joyce Burton 20170406-5157 GEO-6; GEO-11 

Joyce Burton 20170406-5769 GEN-11; LU-2; LU-3; SOIL-2; SOIL-3 
Joyce S. 20170321-0048 GEN-1 

Judith Hinch 20170405-5089 ALT-4; LU-11; SURF-2; GW-2; VEG-3; CI-1 

Judith Lee 20170310-0106 GEN-1 

Judy Armstrong 20170306-0074 SOC-1 

Judy Hogan 20170405-5341 GEN-2; CI-8; ALT-1; GEN-8 
Judy Keck 20170131-0016 GEN-2 

Julia Rapp 20170202-5085 GEO-12; GEO-2; GEO-5; GEO-6; GEO-11; GEO-4; SOIL-3; LU-10; LU-11; LU-13; LU-14; ALT-10; 
CI-1 

Julia Travers 20170404-5022 GEN-2; SURF-2; WILD-1 
Julie M. Scofield 20170405-5159 GEN-2; SOC-9; SURF-2; GEO-1; SAFE-1; GEN-3; ALT-1; SOC-6; SOC-7; LU-3; SAFE-2 
Julie Pomerantz and Swen 
Gerards 

20170310-0099 GEN-2; GEN-3; ALT-1 

June McNett 20170310-0100 GEN-3; ALT-1; GEN-2; GEN-7 
Jung B Kim 20170216-5119 GEN-1 

Justin Sarafin 20170310-0109 SOC-2; CULT-5; CULT-1; CULT-4 

Kali Byrd 20170203-5008 SSS-1; GEO-5; GEO-6; CI-1; GEN-2 

Kalli M Brannan 20170404-0231 GEN-8; ALT-8; CI-1 

Kara Kukovich 20170313-5001 CI-2; WILD-1; SSS-1; SOC-2; ALT-1 
Karen and Mike Waterman 20170214-0044 GEN-14 

Karen G Macklin 20170214-5040 GEN-3; GEN-8 
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Karen Kartheiser 20170310-0107 GEN-3; LU-3; ALT-4; GEN-2 
Karen McLamb 20170123-5007 SAFE-1; SOC-1; SAFE-3; LU-13; NOISE-5; GEN-3 

Karen O. Hodges 20170406-5012 CI-3 

Karen R Lee 20170310-0109 GEN-10; WILD-1; LU-2; VEG-1; GEN-3; ALT-2 

Karen Robins 20170406-5067 GEN-2 

Karen S James 20170406-5404 GEN-2 

Karen Truong 20170328-5148 GEN-2; ALT-1 
Kate E. Knott 20170328-5002 ALT-8; GEN-8; GEN-3; GEN-2; CI-1 

Kate Guenther 20170228-0072 VEG-1; GEN-14; GEN-3; ALT-4; GEN-9; WILD-1 

Kate Guenther 20170301-0057 CI-2; ALT-4; SOC-4 

Kate Guenther 20170310-0109 CI-2; ALT-4 

Katherine Maley 20170310-0106 SOC-3 
Katherine P Versluys 20170310-0108 GEN-8; SOIL-1; GEN-11; SAFE-1 

Katherine Soderman 20170223-5000 AIR-1; CI-1 

Kathi Thorbjornsen 20170222-0016 GEN-1 

Kathleen B Mahanes 20170222-0060 GEN-3 

Kathleen Johnston 20170404-0160 GEN-8; ALT-8; SAFE-6; SSS-1; SOIL-2; SOIL-3; CI-1 

Kathleen L. Kelly 20170206-5195 LU-13; LU-15; SOC-2; GEN-5; GEO-4; SURF-3; GEN-3; GEN-14; GEN-11; SURF-1; WET-4; CI-1; 
CI-3; CI-6; ALT-1; ALT-4; SAFE-3; SOC-3; GEO-5; GW-5; GEN-8 

Kathleen L. Kelly 20170208-5042 GEN-3; WILD-1; SURF-2; SURF-4; SURF-5; SURF-6; WILD-1; VEG-2; SSS-1; LU-11; LU-13; GEN-
14; LU-2 

Kathleen L. Kelly 20170310-0107 LU-13; LU-14; SOC-1; GEN-8; VEG-13; WILD-1; WET-3; SURF-1; GEN-11; CI-2; CI-3; CI-4; AIR-9; 
AIR-13; SAFE-3; SAFE-4; SOC-3; GEO-2; GW-3; GEO-9; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Kathleen L. Kelly 20170404-5250 GEN-2; GEN-3; GEN-8; ALT-1; ALT-2; GEN-9; GEO-6; GEN-14 

Kathleen L. Kelly 20170410-5121 GEN-8; GEN-11; LU-2; LU-11; LU-14; VEG-1; VEG-2; WILD-1; SURF-4 

Kathleen Stinehart 20170404-0271 GEN-2 

Kathleen Zoellner 20170404-0255 GEN-2; GEN-3; GW-2; SURF-2; SSS-1 
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Kathryn B Parker 20170328-5019 GEN-8; GEN-9; GEN-11; GEN-10; GEN-3; GEN-4; GEO-4 
Kathryn C. Kuppers 20170404-5091 SOC-2; CI-3; GEN-2 

Kathryn V Brown 20170406-5321 GEN-2 

Kathryn Weller 20170328-5116 GW-4; SURF-5; SOC-2; GEN-8; AIR-1 

Kathy Bovard Gunner 20170310-0107 SAFE-3; SOC-1; GEO-4; SOIL-3 

Kathy Clarke 20170310-0101 GEN-7; GEN-3; ALT-1; CI-3; SOC-2; LU-11; GEN-2 

Kathy Fraugl 20170404-0243 GEN-3; SAGE-6; GEO-2; SURF-5; GW-4; SSS-1; LU-11; VEG-3; LU-10 
Kathy P Versluys 20170315-5003 GEN-8; GEN-11; SURF-8; SOIL-2;  

Kathy Wilson 20170404-0283 GEN-2 

Katie Reily 20170407-5034 AIR-5; GW-2; WET-2 

Katie Spero 20170404-0181 SOC-5; SOC-5; NOISE-5; NOISE-2; SAFE-1; SAFE-9; ALT-1; NOISE-9; GEN-2 

Kay Leigh Ferguson 20170405-5012 CI-8; GEN-3; CI-2; GW-2; SURF-2 
Kay Reibold 20170330-5224 GEN-5; SOC-1; SOC-3; SOC-2; GEN-3; CULT-5 

Kay Reibold 20170330-5229 GEN-5; SOC-1; SOC-3; SOC-2; GEN-3; CULT-5 

Keely Wood 20170217-5102 GEN-3; ALT-1; SOC-3; LU-3 

Keith and Merrifield Ehrhard 20170406-5199 LU-10; LU-12; SOC-1; SOC-6 

Keith Ehrhard 20170310-0101 CI-2; ALT-5; SOC-1; LU-10 

Kelley Moffat 20170327-5004 GEN-8; SOIL-3; SOC-2; GW-1; SURF-9;  
Kelly Bowman 20170314-5105 GEN-1 

Kelly Pfrommer 20170406-5025 GEN-2 

Kelsey Fisher 20170314-5003 GEN-8; ALT-4; ALT-1; SOC-10; GEN-13; SAFE-8; GEN-11 

Kelsey Marcil 20170406-0017 AIR-1; SOC-5; SOC-8; GW-4; SAFE-1; SURF-2; LU-8 

Kenda Hanuman 20170310-0106, 
20170405-5352 

SURF-8; SAFE-10; SOC-5; LU-11; LU-13; GEN-12 

Kenda Hanuman 20170310-0107 SOC-3; CULT-3; AIR-8; LU-8 

Kenda Hanuman 20170406-5541 LU-3, SOC-1, SOC-5, SURF-4, GEN-14, SAFE-4, SAFE-5, ALT-1, AIR-2, GEN-3, SOC-7, GEN-7 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4754 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 

Name Accession Number Comment Codes 
Kerrie, Michael, Ella, Nathan, 
and Zachary Manthey 

20170320-5101 LU-13; SAFE-1; LU-3; SAFE-3; GW-5; GW-3;  

Kerry Scannell 20170310-0066 GEN-3; ALT-1 

Kevin Campbell 20170406-5474 AIR-2; ALT-2; SAFE-2; SAFE-3; SOC-1 

Kevin Campbell 20170406-5481 GEN-3; LU-3 
Kevin J Gilbert 20170328-5099 GEN-2; GEN-3; VEG-3; AQU-1; SSS-1; WILD-1; SOC-2; LU-7 
Kim Bass Clanton and Grace 
Satterfield 

20170410-0054 CI-1; GW-4; GEO-2; GEN-8; GW-3; SURF-4; SAFE-3; SAFE-4; AQU-2; SOC-2 

Kimberley Lambert 20170324-5193 GEN-2 
Kimberly M Cheek 20170215-5010 GEN-3; GEN-8 

Kimberly R Williams 20170310-0101 CI-3; CI-8; SOC-1; SOC-4; GEN-9; CULT-3; CULT-5 

Kimberly Smith 20170203-5013 GEN-3; LU-3; SOC-1 

Kip Brooks 20170404-0259 GEN-3; SURF-9 

Kobi McGowan 20170213-5017 GEN-8; GEN-9 
Kristen Pingry 20170406-5116 LU-10 

Kristin Peckman 20170210-5162 GEN-11; GEN-14 

Kristin Peckman 20170313-5009 CI-3 

Kyle J. Dosier 20170207-0007 CI-2; CI-3; CI-8 

Kyle Murphy 20170306-0043 GEN-3; ALT-1 

Kyra Lynn Moore 20170330-0042 SOC-4; SURF-2; LU-8; GEO-2; SAFE-1; SURF-5; WET-2; LU-3; SOC-1; LU-8; SOC-5; LU-13; SOC-
2; GEN-3; CI-3; GW-4 

Kyra Moore 20170313-5003 ALT-2; GEN-8; GEN-11; GEO-2; SOC-6; GW-3; CI-4; CI-2 

L Renee DeShane 20170310-0107 GEN-1 
Lacey Dean 20170404-5206 GEN-2; GEN-14; WILD-1; VEG-3; GEN-8;  

Lakshmi Fjord 20170406-5734 AIR-1; AIR-2; AIR-4; AIR-5; CI-3; CULT-2; GEN-8; GEN-9; SOC-10; SOC-3 

Lara Baudler 20170328-5213 GEN-2; ALT-1; GEN-3; GEN-8; GEN-5 

Laren Pearce 20170310-0107 SOC-7; ALT-1; SAFE-1 
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Larry Korte 20170310-0109 ALT-2; SOC-4 
Laura De Loach 20170405-5302 GEN-5; SAFE-1; GW-2 

Laura Dean Bennett 20170310-0104 GEN-2; SOC-2 

Laura Kitchen Greenleaf 20170406-5392 GEN-8; SOC-2; VEG-1; VEG-2; WILD-1 

Laura LaVertu 20170406-5029 CI-3 

Laura Ragland 20170406-5475 GW-3; SAFE-1; SURF-2 

Laura Sullivan 20170405-5288 GEN-2; GEN-5; GEN-8; GEN-9; SURF-2; GW-3 
Laura Wise 20170404-5039 VEG-2; WILD-1; SAFE-9; AIR-10; LU-11 

Laurelin Richter 20170310-0107 SOC-2; SOC-5; ALT-1; LU-3 

Lauren D. Ragland 20170406-5348 AIR-5; SOC-1 

Lawrence Levine 20170119-5131 GEN-2 

Lawrence Stopper 20170310-0107 ALT-5 
LeAnna Armstrong 20170314-0305 ALT-7; GW-4; GW-8; GW-1; GEO-2; GEO-3; SAFE-1 

Lee Stover 20170306-5008 GEN-2; GEN-3; GEO-2; GW-5 

Lee Williams 20170406-5197 GEN-2 

Leigh Anne Keener 20170406-5289 GW-2; SAFE-1 

Lesley Rowe 20170317-5093 ALT-2; GEN-11; GEN-8; SURF-3; LU-11 

Leverone Family 20170404-5024 SURF-8; GEN-2; GEN-5; SAFE-1; GEN-8; GW-4; AIR-10; SAFE-8; LU-7; SOC-1; LU-3; LU-9; SOC-
5; LU-11 

Lewis M Barr 20170307-0061 VEG-1; LU-2; LU-11; GEN-2; SAFE-1; GEN-3; GEN-4; GEN-9; GEN-14; VEG-1 

Libby Watts 20170310-0101 SAFE-1; ALT-1; CI-2 
Lili Gill 20170310-0107 SOC-2; SOC-5; SURF-9; GEN-16; SOC-5; SOC-5; VEG-2; SURF-9; SURF-7; LU-8; ALT-5 

Lillie Holdsclaw 20170407-5050 GEN-2, GEN-3 

Lily Banning 20170407-5000 SURF-2; WET-1 

Linda Alley 20170131-0015 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Linda B. Fulton 20170404-0365 GEN-2; GW-1; GEO-2; GEO-5; LU-11; LU-13 

Linda Brauer 20170310-0105 GEN-3; CI-5; GEO-2; GEO-4; SAFE-1; SAFE-3 
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Linda Croxson 20170404-0020 GEN-3; GW-3; SAFE-9; SAFE-10; LU-2 
Linda Davis 20170310-0099 AIR-2; AIR-2; GEN-2; SOC-1; SAFE-1; ALT-1 

Linda H Williams 20170306-0058 GEN-3; ALT-4; GEO-2; GW-2; LU-3; ALT-1 

Linda Holman 20170310-0105 ALT-4; GEN-3 

Linda J. Down 20170405-0117 CI-2; GEO-2; GEN-2 

Linda L Crowe 20170406-5330 ALT-10; CI-1; SOIL-2; VEG-3 

Linda Perriello (Tom) 20170310-0106 SOC-1; LU-8, LU-11; GEO-2; GW-2; GW-3; SAFE-1 
Linda Smoke 20170406-5301 GEO-2; SAFE-1; SOC-2 

Linda Williams 20170214-0122 LU-3; GEN-3 

Linda Williams 20170320-0059 GEN-3; ALT-4; GW-1; GEO-3; ALT-1 

Lisa Billow 20170310-0101 GEN-3; ALT-2; CI-1; CI-3; CI-3; GEN-2; GEN-8; LU-11 

Lisa Poindexter 20170317-0026 GEN-2 
Lisa Y Lefferts 20170403-5147 GEN-8; ALT-3; ALT-1; ALT-4; ALT-5; ALT-2; CI-3; WILD-1; GEN-2; LU-9; GEO-3; GEO-13; SAFE-3 

Liz Slonaker 20170331-0049 ALT-1 

Lonni Trykpwski 20170404-5013 GEN-15; GEO-11; SAFE-1; GW-2; LU-12; GEO-1; NOISE-2; NOISE-3; WILD-1; CULT-3; AIR-1; 
SURF-2 

Lora O'Flahrity 20170404-0108 GEN-2; ALT-1; LU-3 

Lorna Chafe 20170405-5070 GEN-2; SURF-2; WET-1; ALT-1; SOC-6 

Lorne Stockman 20170310-0109 CI-1; CI-4; ALT-2; ALT-1 

Lorne Stockman 20170404-5127 CI-3; CI-5; CI-6 

Louanne Fatora 20170405-5255 GEN-2; GEN-14 
Louanne Fatora 20170406-5291 ALT-1; GW-3 

Louella Hill 20170310-0109 AIR-2; SAFE-1 

Louis Moncivias 20170405-5078 SURF-7 

Louise Ward 20170404-0256 GEN-3; ALT-4; SAFE-6; GEO-2; SOIL-3; GW-2; SURF-2; SSS-1; SURF-4; LU-11; LU-10; VEG-3; 
VEG-1 

Lucas Longanecker 20170310-0108 GEO-3; SOIL-3 
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Lucia King 20170310-0111 GEN-2 
Lucia Stanton 20170407-5018 CULT-7 

Lucinda MacRae 20170331-0111 GEN-8; GEN-9; GEN-11; GW-4; SURF-5; GEO-3; GW-1; GW-5 

Lucy Christopher 20170405-5220 GEN-2; SOC-3; SOC-6; AIR-1 

Luke Stancil 20170310-0099 GEN-1 

Luther J Upton, III 20170310-0101 SAFE-1; SAFE-9 

Lyn Carlisle 20170407-5032 SURF-1; SURF-9; WET-2 
Lyn Carlisle 20170407-5035 AIR-5; AIR-9; NOISE-2 

Lyn Carlisle 20170407-5039 SAFE-5; SOC-1; SOC-10; SOC-9 

Lyn Carlisle 20170407-5045 AIR-5; AIR-8; SOC-10 

Lyn Carlisle 20170407-5046 SOC-1; SAFE-9 

Lyna Phillips Watson 20170406-5295 SOC-6 
Lynda S. White 20170410-0077 GEO-11; SURF-4; SURF-3; AQU-2; LU-2; LU-13; LU-15; SOC-2;  

Lyndsay Constable 20170109-5016 ALT-1; GEN-3; SAFE-1 

Lyndsay Constable 20170118-0008 GEN-2; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Lynette Cripe 20170310-0109 SAFE-9; ALT-1 

Lynn Mitchell Kohn 20170404-0072 SAFE-9; GEN-3; SOC-5; ALT-4; CI-2 

Lynne C. Euse 20170310-0109 LU-13; LU-2; LU-11; SURF-2; SURF-9; LU-1; LU-4; GEN-8 
Lynne C. Euse 20170324-5162 GEO-11; LU-2; LU-14 

Lynne C. Euse 20170405-5175 GEN-14; VEG-3; AIR-9; SOC-6; LU-1 

Lynne C. Euse 20170405-5177 WILD-1 

Lynne C. Euse 20170405-5216 LU-11; GEO-11; GEN-3 

M. Kelly 20170406-5208 ALT-1; GEO-2 
Maddie Ogden 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Madison Lalor 20170404-0188 SOC-5; SAFE-9; AIR-5; SAFE-1; GW-3; GEN-2 

Malcolm Cameron 20170310-0109 GEO-4; GEO-11; GEO-13; SURF-8 

Malcolm G. Cameron, Jr 20170405-5316 GEO-5; GEO-6 
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Malinda Holtz 20170328-5151 GEN-2; ALT-1; CI-3 
Mandana Nakhai 20170407-5002 ALT-2; GEN-11; SAFE-1; SOC-6; SURF-7 

Marc Koslen 20170404-5279 ALT-1GEN-2; GEO-2; SURF-2; SAFE-9; LU-3;  

Marcia Walker 20170228-0012 GEN-3; ALT-1; GEN-2; SOC-2 

Margaret Bateson 20170410-0029 ALT-1 

Margaret Bateson 20170410-0043 GW-3; VEG-3; WILD-1 

Margaret Clair 20170406-5045 GEN-2 
Margaret Dyson-Cobb 20170310-0109 LU-3; GEN-9 

Margaret M Roberson 20170310-0109 GEO-2; GEO-3; GEN-2; ALT-1 

Margaret M. Ballard 20170206-5093 ALT-3 

Margaret Matthews 20170403-5499 GEN-1 

Maria C DeHart 20170323-5004 AIR-2 
Maria Hobson 20170310-0109 ALT-1; GEN-2; SOC-4; SOC-6; SOC-2; SOC-5; LU-3 

Marian Hackney 20170406-5040 GEN-5; SOC-2 

Marian Hackney 20170406-5041 GEN-2 

Marian Pearce 20170310-0107 SURF-3; SOC-2; ALT-1; LU-3 

Maribeth D Nolde 20170217-5082 LU-13; GEN-3; SAFE-1; GEN-8 

Marie Gellefie 20170214-0098 GEN-2 
Marie Gillespie 20170405-5078 CULT-7; AIR-2; AIR-8; AIR-9; LU-6 

Marie Pichaske 20170406-5038 ALT-1 

Marie R. Flowers 20170320-0057 ALT-2 

Marilyn M Shifflett 20170310-0107 SOC-1; SAFE-1; GEN-8; GEO-6 

Marilyn M Shifflett 20170403-5117 SOC-1; SOC-2; LU-11; SOC-2; SOC-6; ALT-3; GEN-3; ALT-4; ALT-5 
Marilyn M Shifflett 20170406-5008 GEN-12; SOC-7 

Marilyn M Shifflett 20170406-5111 GEN-2 

Marion Anne Ward 20170310-0111 GEN-2; GEN-9 

Marion Anne Wardon 20170321-5016 GEN-7; GEN-9; GEN-8; ALT-10 
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Marion E. Kanour 20170406-5220 GEN-8 
Marion Kanour 20170310-0108 CI-2; GEN-3; GEN-8; ALT-1 

Marit Anderson 20170315-0077 LU-2; LU-14; ALT-1 

Mark D Kersey 20170308-0062 GEN-3; ALT-4; GEO-2; GW-2; LU-3; ALT-1 

Mark Decot 20170407-0237 ALT-1; LU-1; LU-3; LU-4; SOC-6 

Mark Hengemihle 20170310-0104 SOC-2; SAFE-1; SURF-2; GE0-2; GW-7; SURF-9; GEN-16; SSS-1 

Mark McDonnell 20170216-5174 GEN-1 
Mark Mitchell 20170125-5116 SOC-1; GEN-5; LU-3; LU-7 

Mark Mitchell 20170310-0107 GEN-12; GEN-5; LU-7 

Mark Poe 20170405-0053 GEN-5; VEG-1; LU-8; VEG-3; SURF-2; WET-1 

Mark W Palacio 20170308-5002 LU-11; SOC-2; SOC-1 

Mark Wallace 20170327-5003 GEN-11; WET-4; GEN-8; GEO-5; AQU-1; GEO-6; SURF-1; SURF-7 
Marshall Crawford 20170406-5015 GEN-2 

Martha Bennett 20170405-5085 GEN-2 

Martha S. Pentecost 20170407-5051 GEN-2, CI-1 

Martha Szczur 20170310-0107 GEO-4; SOIL-3; GEO-2; ALT-10 

Martha W Gray 20170310-0107 GEN-11; SOC-2; SOC-2 

Mary A. Coy 20170327-5007 SOC-1; LU-3; LU-11; SAFE-1; SAFE-3 
Mary A. Coy 20170327-5008 GEN-3; LU-3 

Mary Ann Maple Osterbrink 20170406-5037 AQU-1 

Mary Blanchard 20170405-5028 GEN-2; GEO-1; SURF-2; GW-1; LU-8; SOC-1 

Mary Coy 20170322-5153 SOC-5; SOC-2; ALT-10 

Mary Eiserman 20170310-0107 GEN-3; GEN-4; GEN-2 
Mary F. Willis 20170404-5217 GEN-2; AQU-2; SURF-2; GW-2; GW-7; SOIL-3; SOC-2; SOC-5; SOC-7; SAFE-1 

Mary Finley-Brook 20170407-5004 AIR-2; AIR-5; ALT-1; SURF-9 

Mary Honeycutt 20170330-5303 VEG-1; WILD-1; NOISE-5; VEG-3; AIR-5; CI-3; ALT-1; GEN-3 

Mary Mowrer 20170313-5000 SAFE-1; SAFE-9; GEN-3; ALT-4; SOC-1; SOC-2; ALT-1 



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

Z-4760 

TABLE Z-1 
 

Index of Individual Commentors 
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Mary P Harrison 20170406-5304 SOC-3; CULT-5; ALT-10; GEN-8 
Mary Perkins 20170214-5000 GEN-14; LU-11; LU-9; GEN-3 

Mary Peterson 20170404-0323 GEN-3; GEO-1; GW-2; GEO-2; GEO-11; SURF-2; SURF-4; SSS-1; VEG-1; LU-11; SOC-6; GEN-2; 
ALT-1; SAFE-1; GEN-14 

Mary Peterson 20170406-0007 GEN-2; GEN-5; WILD-1 
Mary S Williams  20170310-0101 GEN-7; SURF-5; SURF-6 

Mary Stewart 20170320-0072 GEN-2 

Mary Stewart 20170406-5032 CI-3; LU-3 

Matt Kearns 20170404-5007 CI-1; VEG-3; WILD-1; SURF-2; LU-3; SOC-1; SOC-6; GEN-8; WET-4; AQU-1; GEO-11; GW-5; GW-
7; GEN-14; ALT-8 

Matthew Adler 20170310-0109 GEN-3LU-13; SURF-9; GEN-2 

Matthew Lorah 20170202-5188 CI-1; WET-1; LU-13; VEG-2; WILD-1; WILD-2 

Matthew McComas 20170310-0102 GEN-1 

Matthew Morgan  20170313-5161 GEN-1 
Matthew Watts 20170310-0101 SAFE-1; GW-4; GW-5; SURF-5; SURF-6; ALT-1 

Matthew Yorka 20170331-0030 GEN-1 

Maury Johnson 20170407-5088 ALT-2; GEN-8; LU-10; LU-2; SURF-4; CI-4; GEN-11; LU-13; SOC-6; SSS-1 

Maury W Johnson 20170407-5023 AIR-1; CI-6; GEN-8; LU-10; SAFE-9; VEG-1 

Max Sicilia 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Meg Brown 20170403-5015 GEN-2; GEN-3; ALT-1 
Megan Gallagher 20170216-5115 GEN-14 

Megan Sprague 20170310-0107 CI-2; LU-2; ALT-1 

Melinda Haid 20170404-0035 GEN-6 

Meredith Ackroyd 20170404-5270 GEN-2; GEN-8; ALT-1; GEO-1; SOIL-1; SOIL-3; VEG-3; SURF-4; GEN-14; GEO-6; ALT-10; VEG-1; 
WET-4; CI-3; GW-3; SOC-3; LU-11 

Meredith Ackroyd 20170410-5015 SSS-1; GEN-7; GEN-14; GEO-11; ALT-8; LU-2; GEN-8; LU-10; LU-7; VEG-1; SSS-1; GEN-11; LU-
14; ALT-1; LU-11 

Meriel Russell 20170406-5758 GEN-3; CI-2; WET-1; SURF-2; CI-1; SAFE-1; SAFE-6; SOC-1; SOC-6 
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Merri Ehrhard 20170310-0101 GEN-3; ALT-5; LU-5; LU-6; VEG-1; VEG-2; WILD-1; SURF-4; CI-2; CI-3; CI-8; SOC-2; SAFE-1; ALT-

1 

Merri Ehrhard 20170310-0107 GEN-8 

Michael A Godfrey 20170310-0109 GEN-3; SOC-1; LU-3; ALT-1 

Michael Bender 20170310-0106 GEN-1 
Michael Condon 20170302-5116 ALT-1; GEN-3; GEN-2 

Michael Eiserman 20170310-0107 CI-2 

Michael H. Cook, ESQ. 20170404-5170 GEN-2; GEN-8; SAFE-1; ALT-10; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOIL-2; CULT-3 

Michael J. Baranski 20170405-5003 WILD-1, VEG-1, VEG-3, VEG-2; GEN-3 

Michael L. Tabony 20170321-5080 CI-3 
Michael Melillo 20170404-0184 SOC-5; NOISE-9; GEN-2; AIR-8; GEN-3; ALT-1 

Michael O'Hora 20170405-5231 ALT-1; GEN-14 

Michael Rossey 20170310-0102 GEN-1 

Michael Scott 20170221-5254 GEN-8; SOC-2; LU-4 

Michael Shaner 20170310-0109 GEN-2 
Michael W and Beth E 
Armstrong 

20170310-0105 GEO-6; GEO-4; SOIL-3; SOC-1 

Michele Mattioli 20170328-5004 GEN-8; CI-3; ALT-8; LU-3; SAFE-4; CI-1 

Michelle D. Law 20170406-5044 ALT-1 

Michelle Diamond 20170310-0101 GEN-3; SAFE-1; GEN-2 
Michelle Prysby 20170406-5230 LU-11; SOC-2 

Michelle Riecken 20170310-0101 CI-3; CI-8; SAFE-1; GW-4; GW-5; SURF-5; SURF-6 

Michelle Wright 20170405-5304 SOC-3 

Mihr Danae Walden 20170405-5305 GEN-2; LU-3; GEN-3; CI-2; SOC-3 

Mike Edwards 20170228-0255 GEN-2; GEN-3 
Mike Sharrett 20170315-5022 GEN-1 

Mike Smith 20170310-0109 ALT-3; ALT-4; SURF-2; SURF-9; CI-3 
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Mike Tabony 20170310-0108 CI-7 
Mike Warburton 20170406-5331 ALT-1; CI-2 

Miles Pearce 20170328-5008 GEN-8; ALT-8 

Miranda Lyle 20170310-0109 GEN-2; SAFE-10 

Molly Follweiler 20170405-5007 SURF-2; GW-2; WET-1; SAFE-1; SOC-3 

Molly Johnsen 20170407-5006 CI-1 

Molsie A. Petty 20170131-5140 LU-15 
Molsie A. Petty 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Molsie A. Petty 20170321-5014 GEN-8; GW-1; GEN-5; GEN-9; GEO-2; GW-7; GEO-6; GW-5;  

Molsie A. Petty 20170406-5225 GEN-11; GEO-5; GW-4; GW-5 

Monica Lee 20170316-5001 LU-8; LU-5; LU-3 

Monica Parson 20170321-0034 GEN-2 
Murphy A. Mullins 20170203-5044 LU-11; SURF-3; CULT-2; CULT-3; GEN-1; GEN-10; ALT-4; ALT-1; CI-2 

Nancy Dennis 20170224-5003 GEN-14; LU-2; LU-11; LU-4; LU-8; NOISE-3; SOC-1; SURF-2; SURF-3; SURF-4; SURF-9; GEN-3; 
SOC-2; GEN-8; SAFE-1 

Nancy Dennis 20170330-5110 GEN-8; ALT-8; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-4; LU-13; LU-14; GEO-12 
Nancy Forrest 20170406-5047 GEN-2 

Nancy Holstein 20170407-5220 GEN-2 

Nancy Hurrel 20170222-0046 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Nancy Kritzer 20170310-0107 GW-10; GW-3; GEO-4; SAFE-3; SAFE-5; LU-3 

Nancy Navarro 20170406-5003 ALT-4 
Nancy Qubain 20170404-0242 GEO-2; SURF-2; SAFE-6; VEG-1; CI-2; ALT-1; GEN-2 

Nancy Sorrells 20170310-0105 SOC-9; GEO-2; GEO-4; SAFE-8 

Nancy Sorrells 20170310-0111 LU-10; GEN-2 

Natalie Somer 20170222-0048 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Natasha Copson 20170310-0107 SOC-2; SOC-2; SAFE-1; LU-3 

Natasha Hild 20170310-0107 GEN-2 
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Nathalie Ando 20170404-0187 GEN-2; SOC-5; SAFE-9; GW-3; ALT-1 
Nathan Dean 20170310-0104 SOC-2; SOC-8; SAFE-8; GEN-3; CI-2 

Nathan Jones 20170217-5214 GEN-3; ALT-1; SOC-6; SOC-3 

NC WARN 20170328-0072 GEN-2; GEN-3; CI-3; GEN-10 

Ncholas Mauer 20170404-0251 GEN-2; LU-3; ALT-1; GEN-3 

Nicole Bauerle 20170203-5053 SSS-1; ALT-4 

Nicole Freewalt 20170310-0107 ALT-3 
Nicole Ramos 20170329-0010 GEN-2; SURF-9; SURF-6; GEO-3; SURF-4 

Nikki Alikakos 20170406-5043 SOC-2; SURF-2 

Nina Aravind Immaneni 20170404-0056 CULT-4; GEN-3; NOISE-1; AIR-2; LU-8 

Nina Aravind Immaneni 20170404-0066 CULT-4; ALT-1 

Nisha Witt 20170310-0101 CI-2; CI-3; CI-8; SURF-2; VEG-1; VEG-3 
Nita K Witting 20170310-0109 SAFE-9; GEO-3; GEO-11; GW-4; CI-8; CI-3; CI-6; AIR-2; AIR-2; LU-10 

Nita K Witting 20170330-0078 GEN-2; CI-3; SSS-1; SAFE-6 

Niya M. Bates 20170405-5332 SOC-3; CULT-2 

Norah Whiten 20170404-0054 CULT-4; SOC-5; NOISE-1; SOC-1; GEN-3; NOISE-2 

Norman H. Bell 20170407-5015 VEG-4; GEN-4; GEO-7; GEN-11; GEN-8 

Norman H. Bell 20170411-5001 WILD-2; LU-2; ALT-2; LU-11 
Normandy Blackman 20170406-5009 GEN-2 

Oliva Brister 20170404-0254 GEN-2; SOC-2; GEN-3 

Pablo Garcia 20170310-5071 GEN-3; GEN-8; VEG-1; LU-14; LU-2; SURF-1; WET-2; CI-6; AIR-9; SAFE-4; SAFE-9; SOC-3; SOC-
6; GEO-6; GW-3 

Paige Ober 20170310-0109 ALT-4; ALT-1; SOC-2; SOC-5; SOC-8; SAFE-9; GEN-3 

Pam P Tinker 20170324-5205 SOC-10; CULT-7; GEN-11; WILD-1 

Pamela C McKeithen 20170310-0107 SOC-1; SAFE-3; LU-3; ALT-5 

Pamela Solomon 20170126-5009 LU-2; GEN-14; ALT-5 

Parker Smith 20170310-0109 GEN-2; ALT-1 
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Pat Churchman 20170313-0035 LU-2; VEG-1; LU-13; LU-14ALT-1 
Pat Davis 20170320-0105 GEN-1 

Patricia Esch 20170310-0101 CI-2; ALT-1; SAFE-1 

Patricia Gundrum 20170404-5212 GEO-3; VEG-3; WILD-1; SOIL-3; SURF-4; AIR-5; WILD-2; SOC-6; LU-11; SOC-2; SOC-3 

Patricia L Ponce 20170320-5194 ALT-2; ALT-10 GEN-8; CI-3 

Patricia N Reams 20170404-0178 GEN-3; SOC-5; SAFE-4; SAFE-1 

Patricia Oppenheimer 20170301-0042 GEN-2 
Patricia Oppenheimer 20170310-0107 GEN-10; LU-10; CI-3; ALT-1; SOC-10; LU-3; AIR-2; GW-1 

Patricia R. Denton 20170327-5016 GEN-9; CULT-3; SOC-1; GW-2; SURF-2; SAFE-1; SAFE-4 

Patsi Myers 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

Paul and Larry Leverone 20170406-5650 SAFE-1; SAFE-3 

Paul E Filmer 20170406-5326 GEO-2; ALT-5; GEN-8; GEO-3; SOC-1 
Paul Hoffman 20170310-0106 GEN-1 

Paul Kamienski 20170214-5198 GEN-3; ALT-4; ALT-5 

Paul Leverone 20170406-5458 SAFE-1; SAFE-3 

Paul M. Wilson 20170405-5078 SOC-10; SOC-9; CULT-7; GEN-3 

Paul Vasquez 20170331-5246 NOISE-2; NOISE-3; ALT-7; Alt-10 

Paul Youmans 20170406-5031 GEN-2 
Paula J. Stober 20170404-5249 GEN-2; SOC-5; SAFE-1; SOC-6 

Peggy W Moye 20170310-0109 GEN-3; LU-13; SOC-2 

Peter (no last name provided) 20170323-5008 AIR-9; GEN-2 

Peter and Elaine Pettoni 20170406-5345 GEN-2 

Peter Kapuscinski 20170302-5063 GEN-1 
Peter M. Dominy 20170406-5060 ALT-10; LU-11 

Peter Monico 20170406-5233 SAFE-7; GEO-2; GW-7 

Peter R Hanchak 20170310-0107 GEN-3; GEN-7; SOC-2; ALT-1 

Philip Khnopp 20170404-0232 GEN-8; ALT-8; CI-1; LAND-5; LAND-6 
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Phillip Hyre 20170405-5173 GEN-2; GEN-3; SURF-2  
Phillip Khnopp 20170405-0044 GEN-2; ALT-1; CI-8; SAFE-9 

Phyllis Fevrier 20170405-0142 GEN-2; GEN-8; SAFE-1; ALT-10; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOIL-2; CULT-3 

Quint C Doan 20170320-5167 GEN-8; CI-3; LU-18; VEG-2 

R Craig and Gaile S Cooper 20170223-5173 LU-15; CULT-3; LU-13; LU-14; GEN-9; SAFE-6; GEN-11; GEO-4; SOC-6; SOC-1 

R Craig and Gaile S Cooper 20170224-5070 GEN-14 

Rae Lynn Kasdan 20170310-0109 GEN-2; LU-2; LU-10; SOC-6; SOC-1 
Ralph Moomau 20170320-0143 GEN-1 

Ramona Knight 20170123-5008 SAFE-1; SOC-1; SAFE-3; LU-13; NOISE-5; GEN-3 

Randolph D Darden Jr 20170310-0101 GEN-1 

Randy S Reed 20170331-5088 GEN-8; GEN-7; GEN-2; GEN-3; GEN-11; LU-3; SAFE-1; LU-13; GW-2; SOC-1; ALT-5; CI-2 

Raven Robinson 20170404-0154 SOC-5; SOC-7; NOISE-5; SAFE-3; GEN-3; ALT-4;  GEN-2 
Ray Miles 20170327-5019 GEN-1; GEN-13; LU-4; SAFE-10; GEN-4 

Rebecca A. Coombs 20170404-0332 GEN-2; SOC-4; SOC-6; SURF-2 

Rebecca Birnbaum 20170310-0107 CI-2; SAFE-1; GEN-2; LU-3; GEN-14; ALT-5; WILD-1; LU-6 

Rebecca Ewing 20170316-5006 LU-3; CI-2; LU-8; GEN-3 

Rebecca Ledingham 20170320-5040 GEN-8; GEO-2; LU-11; LU-13 

Rebecca Lexa 20170201-5127 ALT-1; SAFE-1 
Rebecca Roter 20170405-5249 AIR-1; GEN-8 

Reese Bull 20170310-0110 GEN-8; SOIL-2 

Reese M. Bull 20170405-5195 GEN-8; GEN-14; SSS-1; SOIL-3 

Regina Williams 20170310-0101 GEN-2; CI-3; CI-8; ALT-1 

Rex Alphin 20170406-5572 GEN-1 
Richard and Sybille Stromberg 20170206-0037 VEG-1; WILD-1; LU-14 

Richard Simon 20170316-0063 GEN-2 

Ricki Carruth 20170320-5015 GEN-8; GEN-11; GEO-3; GEO-5; GW-1; GW-5; SURF-7; AQU-2 

Robert C. Day 20170404-5001 GEN-8 
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Robert C. Day 20170410-5053 ALT-8; LU-2; GEN-8; LU-10; LU-7; VEG-1; SSS-1; GEN-11; LU-14; ALT-1; LU-11 
Robert Edwards 20170316-0056 GEN-1 

Robert Fener 20170214-0088 GEN-2 

Robert Fener 20170406-5189 GEN-8; GEO-2 

Robert James Leverone 20170405-5001 LU-11; ALT-1 

Robert L Weber 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

Robert M Williams 20170310-0109 ALT-4; GW-5; GW-7; LU-3; ALT-1 
Robert Meslar 20170310-0107 GEN-3; ALT-1 

Robert N. Whitescarver 20170405-5014 GEO-5; GW-3; SURF-2; GEN-2 

Robert P Merritt 20170310-0104 GEN-1 

Robert Pritchard 20170321-0007 ALT-7; GEN-8; SAFE-6; SAFE-3; GEO-6 

Robert Rhodes 20170310-0101 GEN-8; SSS-1; SURF-5; SURF-6; ALT-1; ALT-4; SAFE-1; SOC-2; GEN-3; ALT-2; LU-3 
Robert Richard 20170310-0104 GEN-1 

Robert Roskind 20170328-0057 GEN-2; ALT-1 

Robert Zucker 20170310-0100 GEN-1 

Robie Goins 20170407-5025 ALT-2; CULT-1; CULT-5; GEN-8 

Robin Hale 20170406-5313 GEO-3; GW-2 

Robin Shepard 20170330-5324 GEN-2; ALT-1; CI-3; SAFE-9; VEG-3; VEG-2; VEG-1; CI-2; GEN-3; ALT-3;  
Robyn Harman 20170222-0068 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Roger and Susan Fulton 20170404-0011 GEN-8; GEN-7; SOC-8; LU-12; LU-3; NOISE-5; SOC-2; GEN-2; AIR-3 

Roger G Gosden 20170221-5018 GEN-14 

Roger L Lilly 20170310-0109 GEN-1 

Roland Micklen 20170329-0068 GW-4; SURF-5; GEO-1; GEN-2; CI-3 
Ron Figg 20170210-5170 GEN-3; ALT-10; SOC-2 

Ron McLean 20170302-5086 SAFE-11 [potential for low points in the pipe to collect moisture, causing internal corrosion] 

Rose M Scott 20170406-5034 GW-5; SOIL-2 

Rosemarie Sawdon 20170406-5366 CI-3; GEN-8; SAFE-9; SOC-4 
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Rosina Pohlmann 20170407-5008 ALT-1; CI-1; SAFE-1 
Ruby l Laury 20170329-5022 GEN-6; GEO-13; SOC-2; LU-16; SAFE-1; NOISE-1; NOISE-2; NOISE-3; AIR-1; AIR-8 

Russell Lynn Drysdale 20170130-5005 LU-2; GEN-14; CULT-3 

Ruth Jost 20170310-0109 ALT-1; GEO-2; GEN-3 

Ruth Mary Hall 20170310-0108 CI-7; LU-14; LU-11; SSS-1; AIR-6; SURF-7; ALT-2; ALT-4; AIR-8; NOISE-1; GEO-2; SOC-10; CULT-
7; SOC-5; LU-7; SAFE-1; LU-8; GEN-5 

Ruth Talley 20170331-5497 GEN-8; SOC-2; SOC-3; GW-2; SURF-2; SURF-9; AIR-2; GEO-10; SURF-8; GEN-2; SOC-6 

Ruth Turner 20170328-5006 GEN-8; ALT-8 

Ruth Wagner 20170404-0036 SOC-6; AIR-8; ALT-1 

Ryan E. Emanuel, Ph.D 20170406-5633 SOC-3; CULT-5; GEN-3; ALT-1; ALT-2; CI-1; CULT-6; GEN-8; SOC-10 
Ryan McAllister 20170406-5490 GEN-2 

Ryan Wagener 20170403-5013 GEN-8; ALT-5; LU-11; SAFE-3; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-5; SOC-6; SOC-7; SAFE-6; SOIL-2; SOIL-3; 
CULT-2; CULT-3; LU-9; VEG-1; VEG-3; SSS-1; GEN-11; SURF-2; GEO-6; SURF-4; GEO-12; LU-
14; SOC-11 

S Showalter 20170310-0109 ALT-2; GEN-2; ALT-1; SAFE-1; GEN-2; WILD-1; VEG-1; CI-2 

Sage Beam 20170310-0107 LU-5; LU-13; SAFE-1 

Sally Anderson 20170127-5121 GEN-14; WILD-1; VEG-3; SURF-5; SURF-6; VEG-1 

Sam Joseph 20170404-0364 GEN-2; GEN-3; SURF-2; VEG-3; SURF-4; WILD-1 
Samantha Sedivy 20170309-5146 GEN-1 

Samuel B. Johnston 20170406-5407 AIR-1; ALT-10; ALT-3; GEN-8; GEN-10; NOISE-2; NOISE-4; CULT-7; SOC-10 

Samuel Herold 20170407-0246 GEN-8; GW-7; GW-9; SAFE-8; SOC-2; SURF-8 

Sandra C. Fore 20170404-0306 SURF 2; WILD-2; GEN-2; SSS-1 

Sandra DiCarlo 20170310-0101 GEN-3; WET-2; SURF-2; ALT-1 
Sandy Greene 20170310-0109 GEN-3; LU-2 

Sara Agelasto 20170331-5468 GEN-8; GEN-7; CULT-2; CULT-3; SOIL-3; SAFE-6; SOC-8; SOC-5; SOC-1; SAFE-4; GEN-3; GEN-
11; GEN-9 

Sara Arnold 20170214-0065 GEN-1 
Sara Jane McDonald 20170404-0105 GEN-2; ALT-1 
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Sara N James 20170404-0235 GEN-2; ALT-1; GEO-2; SOC-9; SAFE-9; SAFE-1 
Sara Pope Agelasto 20170405-0042 CULT-6; CULT-2; CULT-3; GEN-8; LU-8; LU-10; GEN-5; SOIL-3; GEO-11; SOC-5; SOC-6; SOC-7; 

SOC-8; SOC-9; SAFE-4; LU-13; SOC-1; SOC-2; SAFE-1; GEO-6; GEO-12 

Sara S. Bell 20170310-0105 GEN-3; GEN-9; GEO-2; GEO-4; GEO-10; GW-5; WET-4; SURF-7; VEG-3; WILD-1; WILD-1; SOC-2; 
SAFE-3; SAFE-4; CULT-3; CULT-4; GEN-8; CI-2 

Sara S. Bell 20170407-5020 ALT-10; GEN-11; GEN-8; LU-2 

Sarah Acuff 20170407-5038 GEN-2 

Sarah Chayes 20170405-5016 GEN-2; GEN-3; SAFE-9; LU-11; CI-8; ALT-1; LU-3; SOC-6; AIR-2;  

Sarah Guyette 20170215-5120 GEO-5; GEO-1; GW-3; GW-5; GW-4; GW-7 ; GEN-3 
Sarah Jane Stewart 20170406-5482 GEN-7; GEN-8 

Sarah Lambert 20170310-0101 GEN-3; ALT-1; GEN-2; GEN-8; GEN-11 

Sarah Meredith 20170124-0015 GEN-1 

Sarah Semones 20170405-5029 GEN-2; SAFE-9 

Savitri Grace Eyth 20170404-0183 SOC-5 
Scott Bazzarre 20170302-5193 GEN-1 

Scott Jarvis 20170310-0103 GEN-1 

Scott Seaton 20170221-5013 GEN-1 

Sean Bullock 20170313-0031 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Serelda Elliot 20170310-0107 GEN-1 

Seth and Mary Armstrong 20170314-0282 GW-5; GW-7; GW-9; GEN-7 
Seth Harris 20170407-5196 CI-3; SOC-3; CULT-3 

Shakti Pearce 20170308-5004 GEN-14; LU-2; LU-11 

Shannon Leyba 20170404-0041 GEN-3; SOC-5 

Sharon Summers 20170310-0107 GEN-3; LU-7; SOC-8; GEO-11; GW-3; GW-5 

Shawn de Lestard 20170310-0107 GEN-1 
Shawn O'Neill 20170208-5043 SURF-2; SURF-4; SURF-5; SOC-2; SAFE-1 

Shay Clanton 20170310-0111 CI-1; GEN-8; GEO-2; SURF-5; SAFE-3; GEO-11; GEO-3; LU-3; CI-3; VEG-1 
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Sheila Smith 20170310-0101 ALT-1; GEN-2; GW-4; GW-5; SURF-5; SURF-6 
Sheila Stone 20170404-0315 GEN-2; AIR-2 

Shelly Hanson 20170310-0107 GEN-2; GEN-4; SAFE-1; GEN-8 

Sherman Banford 20170406-5070 LU-11; SURF-7; CI-2; AIR-5; SURF-8; ALT-10; GEO-1; GEO-5; GEO-11; WILD-2; SURF-3; WET-4; 
CI-3; ALT-5; GEN-4; GEN-12; SSS-1 

Sherman Banford 20170406-5416 SSS-1 

Sherman Banford 20170407-0251 GEO-11 

Siena Klaber 20170404-0147 SOC-5; SOC-7; SOC-8; GW-4; SAFE-9; GEN-3 

SJ McDonald 20170404-0247 GEN-3; ALT-4; GEN-2; SAFE-1 

SJ McDonald 20170404-0311 GEN-2; GEO-4; SURF-4 
SJ McDonald 20170404-0318 GEN-2; SSS-1 

SJ McDonald 20170404-0328 SAFE-1; VEG-4; SSS-1; GEN-2 

SJ McDonald 20170405-0143 GEN-2; LU-8 

SJ McDonald 20170410-0032 LU-8 

SJ McDonald 20170410-0052 LU-6 

SJ McDonald 20170410-0056 ALT-2; GEO-11; LU-13 
SJ McDonald 20170410-0079 VEG-3 

Son H Whittaker 20170215-0073 GEN-3; GEN-8; WET-2; SURF-1; SURF-2; CI-1; CI-3; CI-4; GEO-2; SAFE-6; SOC-1; SOC-2 

Sonia (no last name provided) 20170407-5029 AIR-5; CI-3; GEN-8 

Sonja Ingram 20170407-5001 CULT-7; SOC-10; CULT-3; CULT-1; CULT-2; CULT-7 

Sophie Schectman 20170323-5006 CI-3; SOC-10;  
Sorchae Aaron 20170407-5027 ALT-1; GEN-8; SOC-9; SURF-9 

Stacey D Lewis 20170404-0180 GEN-3; ALT-4; LU-3; SOC-5 

Stacy Leanza 20170404-0239 Gen-8; SURF-3; WET-2; AQU-1; WILD-1; SOC-3; CI-2; SOILS-1 

Stanton L Geyer 20170404-0253 GEN-3; GEN-2; GEO-1; GW-2; GW-7 

Stella Johnson 20170404-0185 SOC-5 

Stephanie K Steiner 20170406-5305 GEN-2 
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Stephanie McGann 20170310-0107 LU-13; SAFE-1; AIR-2; CI-2; GEN-2; GW-3; GW-5; LU-8; SOC-2; SOC-7; SAFE-3 
Stephanie Morris 20170117-5012 LU-10; SURF-3; VEG-3; GEN-3; LU-3; VEG-1; GEN-5; VEG-2 

Stephanie Rostow 20170310-0106 GEN-16; ALT-1; LU-3 

Stephen A. Kendall  20170130-0025 GEN-1 

Stephen and Shirley Martin 20170214-0087 GEN-1 

Stephen Comer 20170322-5002 LU-11 

Stephen G Trent 20170310-0101 GEN-1 
Steve *Jacobson* 20170228-0026 GW-4; GW-5 

Steve B Toney 20170320-0144 GEN-1 

Steve Shapiro 20170406-5294 ALT-1; ALT-4; LU-10 

Steven Carruth 20170406-5159 GEN-8 

Steven J. Palkovitz 20170203-0010 GEN-14; LU-2; LU-11; GEN-3; GEN-2 
Steven K Blanchard 20170216-0042 GEN-1 

Steven Lash 20170310-0093 SURF-3; GEO-2 

Stewart W Boyce 20170310-0101 GEN-1 

Stuart Harvey 20170124-0013 GEN-1 

Stuart Umpleby 20170314-0279 SAFE-3; ALT-7;  

Sumati Steinburg 20170404-0022 GEN-2; ALT-1 
Susan B Lazerson 20170228-0032 LU-3; SOC-1 

Susan Baldwin 20170310-0109 GW-3; LU-8; VEG-1; WILD-1; SAFE-8; SOC-1; ALT-1 

Susan Borka-Lambert 20170310-0101 WET-2; SURF-2; AIR-1; CI-3; CI-8; GEN-2; GEN-8 

Susan Bremer 20170306-0073 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Susan Burt 20170228-0028 GEO-1; GEO-2; SURF-2; LU-13; SOC-7; SOC-2; GEN-3; GEN-8 
Susan Ferry 20170406-5039 ALT-1 

Susan G King 20170215-0058 GEN-9; GEN-11; LU-2; SAFE-1; GEN-2 

Susan Hastings 20170310-0107 CI-4 

Susan Hastings 20170310-0107 GEN-14 
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Susan Hastings 20170310-0107 GEN-8; LU-3; GEN-5; GEN-8; AIR-2; SURF-7; GEN-3 
Susan Hastings 20170316-5123 GEN-8; VEG-1; LU-2; LU-11; LU-14;  

Susan Hastings 20170316-5165 GEN-8 

Susan Hesser 20170315-5057 GEN-1 

Susan Hesser 20170315-5068 GEN-1 

Susan M Shaw 20170308-0076 GEN-3; SAFE-1; ALT-1 

Susan McCulley 20170328-5198 GEN-2 
Susan McSwain 20170310-0108 SURF-8; WILD-1; VEG-1; SAFE-10; ALT-10 

Susan McSwain 20170403-5332 SAFE-1; SAFE-3; SAFE-6; SAFE-9; CI-2; AIR-5; CI-3; SAFE-9 

Susan McSwain 20170403-5349 VEG-1; ALT-8; VEG-3; WILD-1; WILD-2; GEN-8; GEN-11; LU-9; GEN-9 

Susan McSwain 20170404-5009 LU-9 

Susan McSwain 20170406-5155 ALT-8; ALT-10; GEN-8; GEN-11; VEG-1; LU-10; WET-1; VEG-3; SSS-1 
Susan McSwain 20170406-5155 LU-15 

Susan McSwain 20170406-5155 SAFE-9; AIR-5; CI-3 

Susan Oehler 20170406-5016 SOC-2 

Susan Peason 20170306-0057 LU-6; ALT-4; ALT-5; VEG-1; LU-11; GEN-3; SOC-2; SURF-2; VEG-1; SAFE-6; GEN-5; GEN-8; 
AQU-2; GEN-14; GEN-11; LU-3; CI-3; CI-8 

Susan Tate 20170307-0025 GEN-3 

Susanne B Wilbur 20170310-0107 SOC-2 

Suzanne E Morris 20170310-0107 WILD-1; LU-13; GEO-4; SOIL-3; LU-7; SOC-5 

Suzanne E Morris 20170407-5031 GEO-3; GEO-4; LU-7; SOC-5 
Suzanne LaPalme 20170331-5471 AIR-1; SURF-2; GW-2; WET-1; CI-2 

Suzanne Latchford 20170227-5005 GEN-2; GEN-8; CULT-3; GW-4; GW-5; SURF-2; SOC-5; GEN-3; ALT-4; ALT-5 

Swami Sarvaananda 20170404-0182 SOC-5; SOC-5; SOC-6; SOC-7; SOC-8; NOISE-9; NOISE-5; SAFE-1; AIR-8; SAFE-9; GEN-2 

Sydney Rubin 20170120-5001 GEN-2; GEN-14; ALT-1; CI-3; CI-8 

Sylvia Arthur 20170406-0019 GEN-2 

Sylvia Arthur 20170406-0023 GEN-2 
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Tania Oktulmus 20170310-0101 GEN-3; WET-2; SURF-2; CI-2; CI-3; CI-8; SAFE-6; GEO-2; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-6; GEN-8 
Tanner Haid 20170313-5131 GEO-2; GEO-4; LU-7; LU-12; SURF-4; GEN-5 

Tanya Khan 20170404-5006 GEN-8; GEN-5; AQU-1; SSS-1; GEN-14 

Tara Daystar 20170410-0108 ALT-2; ALT-4; GW-1; VEG-2; GEO-4; SURF-3 

Tarja Pauber 20170404-0068 GEN-2; WILD-1; SOC-5 

Teresa Daughtry 20170216-5172 GEN-1 

Teresa Peters  20170329-0066 LU-11; LU-13; SSS-1; SAFE-1; SURF-2; GEN-3 
Terima Vidva Vonne 20170404-0186 GEN-2; SOC-7; SOC-8; NOISE-5;  AIR-1; SAFE-9; SAFE-1; SAFE-4; SAFE-3; SURF-9 

Terrell W. Bowers 20170119-5116 LU-15 

Terrell W. Bowers 20170123-5056 LU-15 

Terrell W. Bowers 20170124-5054 LU-15 

Terri Stephens 20170227-0011 LU-3; LU-4; GW-2; GW-3; GW-4; GW-5 
Tessa Luecke 20170324-5136 GEO-6; SAFE-1; GEO-11 

Theresa Dunleavy 20170310-0101 LU-13; WILD-1; LU-14; CI-7; CI-9; CI-2; GEN-3; ALT-1; LU-3; SOC-2; SOC-4 

Thomas E Bundy 20170310-0109 SOC-1; ALT-2; GEN-2 

Thomas Eick 20170310-0108 CI-1; CI-4; ALT-1; SURF-1; GEO-6; CI-3 

Thomas Ellis 20170310-0101 GEN-3; SAFE-1; GEN-14; SOC-1; SOC-2; SOC-6; CI-2; GEN-8; GEN-11 

Thomas Hadwin 20170310-0109 ALT-2; GEN-3 
Thomas J Cosgrove 20170306-5015 GEN-1 

Thomas Kollie Lawless 20170310-0107 SAFE-1; CI-2; ALT-1; LU-12; VEG-2; LU-3; CI-3 

Thomas Krop 20170331-5481 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Thomas P. Epling 20170123-5079 GEN-14; LU-2; LU-2; GEN-3; VEG-1 

Thomas P. Epling 20170124-5035 GEN-14 
Thomas P. Epling 20170202-5138 LU-14; LU-13; GEN-8; GEN-11 

Thomas P. Epling 20170202-5158 VEG-1; GEN-8; GEN-11 

Thomas P. Epling 20170210-5063 GW-6 

Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5043 GEN-3 
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Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5075 GEN-11; SURF-1 
Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5076 GEN-11; SURF-7 

Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5077 GEN-11; WET-4 

Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5078 GEN-11; GW-5 

Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5083 GEN-11; AQU-1 

Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5085 GEN-11; GW-7 

Thomas P. Epling 20170213-5086 GEN-11; GEO-6 
Thomas P. Epling 20170221-5055 GEN-8; CI-1; CI-3; CI-4 

Thomas P. Epling 20170221-5117 GEN-8; VEG-1; WILD-1 

Thomas P. Epling 20170306-5042 VEG-1 

Thomas P. Epling 20170310-0104 GEN-2; CI-6; GEN-8 

Thomas P. Epling 20170324-5099 GEN-8; GEN-11 
Thomas W. Oliver 20170203-0009 GEN-14; LU-2 

Threy Dawnswir 20170310-0107 CI-2 

Tiffany Ko 20170404-0321 GEN-2; GEN-3; WILD-1; SURF-2; GEO-1; SAFE-1; SSS-1 

Tim and Kobi McGowan 20170213-5016 GEN-8; GEN-9 

Tim Brenneman 20170403-5018 SAFE-1; GEN-3; GEO-6; GEN-2 

Tim McGowan 20170327-5124 ALT-8 
Tim Skidmore 20170310-0102 GEN-1 

Tim Wiggins 20170310-0109 ALT-4; SSS-1; GEN-5; SURF-3; LU-12; GW-5; CI-3; SOC-4; GEN-8; GEO-12 

Timothy Pyle 20170320-5030 GEN-11; GEN-8 

Tinsley and Suzanne Rucker 20170310-0107 WILD-1; SOC-2; LU-3; LU-1; SAFE-1; SAFE-3 

Tobias Wilbur 20170310-0107 SAFE-1; SAFE-10 
Tolly Peuleche 20170310-0102 GEN-2; GEN-3; GEN-4; GEN-5; GEN-6; GEN-8; GEN-12; GEN-13; GEN-14; GEN-17; GEN-18; ALT-

2; ALT-7; ALT-10; GEO-4; GEO-5; GEO-7; GEO-9; GEO-10; GEO-11; GEO-12; GEO-14; SOIL-1; 
SOIL-3; SOIL-4; GW-1; GW-4; GW-5; GW-7; SURF-5; SURF-7; VEG-1; VEG-2; VEG-3; SSS-1 

Tolly Peuleche 20170310-0104 GEN-8; GEO-1; GEO-2; VEG-3; GEN-3; GEN-9 
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Tom Elliott 20170310-0106 SOC-2; GEN-2; GEN-3 
Tom Endrchsick 20170310-0101 GEN-3; SOC-2; CI-2; VEG-1; WILD-1; GEN-2; ALT-1 

Tom Johnson 20170124-5000 GEN-14 

Tom Melko 20170314-0295 ALT-4; GEN-2; GEN-3; GW-4; SURF-6; WET-1 

Toni Ranieri 20170130-0007 GEN-2; GEN-3 

Toni Ranieri 20170214-0094 GEN-2; AIR-2; GW-2; SURF-2; SOIL-1; SAFE-1; GEN-3 

Toni Ranieri 20170310-0107 ALT-1; ALT-4; SAFE-1; GW-3; CI-3; CI-8 
Toni Ranieri 20170310-0107 ALT-4 

Traci Hickson 20170329-0020 GEN-11; GEN-8; VEG-2 

Traci Hickson 20170329-0021 GEN-8; VEG-2 

Traci Hickson 20170329-0022 GEN-8; VEG-2; AQU-3 

Traci Hickson 20170329-0023 WILD-3 
Traci Hickson 20170329-0024 GEN-8; VEG-2 

Traci Hickson 20170329-0025 ALT-3; GEN-3; ALT-2 

Traci Hickson 20170329-0028 GEN-8; VEG-2 

Traci Hickson 20170404-5236 SOIL-3; AQU-2; SURF-2 

Traci Hickson 20170404-5248 SOIL-1 

Traci Hickson 20170404-5259 VEG-1; VEG-3; GEN-8; CI-3 
Traci Hickson 20170406-5200 ALT-3; SSS-1 

Traci Hickson 20170406-5203 ALT-2; CI-6 

Tracy Carver 20170406-5036 GEN-2 

Tracy Rose 20170405-5078 CULT-4; SOC-5; AIR-2 

Trish McNaull 20170310-0104 GEN-2; GEO-2; GW-3; CULT-3; SOC-2; SAFE-1; GEN-3 
Ursula Murphy 20170405-5084 GEN-8; SURF-2; WET-1; CI-2; CI-3; GEO-1; SOC-6; SOC-7; SOC-1; SOC-2 

Valerie Serrels 20170310-0109 SSS-1; WILD-1; SURF-4; AQU-2; LU-14; LU-6; SOC-2; CI-2; GEN-3 

Valerie Zawada 20170407-5009 GEN-2 

Vanessa Kranz 20170130-5260 GEN-2; LU-11; SAFE-1 
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Velma Langley 20170228-0223 GEN-1 
Vena Jones 20170310-0107 SAFE-3; ALT-4 

Vickie G. Rapalee 20170404-5148 GEN-2 

Vicky Brandt 20170406-5030 SOC-2; WET-1 

Victor Escobar 20170406-5035 AIR-1; AIR-4; SOC-10; AIR-5 

Victoria Brosseau 20170314-5125 LU-8; LU-12; SAFE-8; GW-5; ALT-1 

Viginia Tyack 20170330-0039 ALT-3; SAFE-1; SAFE-9; GEN-2 
Violett Knott 20170404-0082 LU-11; LU-10;  

W. Joseph Vogel 20170130-5130 GEN-14 

Walter E. Saxon, Jr. 20170407-5049 SAFE-8; SAFE-2; GEN-3 

Wayne F Nolde 20170310-0109 GEN-2 

Wendy Gray 20170310-0109 GEN-2 
Wendy Thurston 20170310-0103 GW-3; GW-4; GW-5 

West Virginia Matters 20170406-5316 LU-3 

Will Adams 20170314-5002 GEN-1 

William and Carol Moore 20170406-5125 GEN-8 

William B Wescott 20170310-0107 ALT-5; SAFE-6; SOC-8; GEN-3 

William H. Funk 20170407-5003 GEN-2 
William Lawrence 20170221-5012 GEN-3; GEN-8; WET-2; SURF-2; CI-2; CI-3; CI-4; GEO-2; SAFE-6; SOC-1; SOC-6 

William Poindexter 20170317-0077 GEN-2 

William Roegner  20170206-0054 GEN-1 

William Temple 20170320-0077 GEN-1 

Williem Booker 20170405-5078 AIR-2; AIR-9; AIR-8; CULT-7 
Willium Shaner 20170310-0109 SURF-3; SURF-9 

Winifred Stephenson 20170130-5132 GEN-8; GEN-9; GEN-3 
Winifred Stephenson and Eric 
Titcomb 

20170310-0105 GEN-3; GEO-2; GW-3; GW-5; CI-2; SOC-2; GEN-6; GW-3; GEO-4; SURF-9; VEG-1; WILD-1; SAFE-
1; SAFE-6; SOC-8; SAFE-5; ALT-1; ALT-4; LU-3 
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Wrenn Cleary 20170310-0107 SSS-1; LU-2; ALT-1; CI-3; LU-3; GW-1; GW-3; GW-4 
Wythe Holt 20170310-0101 GEN-3 

Zelle Phelps 20170227-0010 WILD-1; LU-3 
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GENERAL   

GEN-1 Comments related to support of the projects, including 
potential for economic benefits, benefits related to 
diversified energy transmission systems, etc.  Comments 
in support of the projects were also conveyed through 
approximately 2,500 copies of various form letters. 

Comment noted. 

GEN-2 Many commentors provided general comments regarding 
their opposition to the projects, including comments about 
various environmental impacts that did not include 
specific details (e.g., statements of general concern for 
impacts on wetlands or wildlife), as well as commentors 
who expressed opposition to the project but who stated 
they had not reviewed the EIS.  Comments opposing the 
projects were also conveyed through approximately 
1,000 form letters (including from the Wintergreen Resort 
area), postcards, and petitions with several thousand 
signatures. 

Comment noted.  The draft and final EIS describe the potential impacts on environmental resources 
resulting from construction and operation of the projects.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough 
in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever 
possible.  As discussed throughout the environmental analysis section of the EIS, we conclude that 
construction and operation of the projects would result in temporary and permanent impacts on the 
environment.  We also conclude that the projects would result in some adverse effects, but with 
Atlantic’s and DETI’s implementation of their respective impact avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures, as well as their adherence to our recommendations to further avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate these impacts, the majority of project effects would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels.  Regarding the Wintergreen Resort area, see also the responses to Land Use Comment 17 
(LU-17) and SOC-11. 

The EIS is not a decision document, and the environmental analysis is conducted irrespective of 
public opinion (for or against) regarding FERC, the NGA, U.S. energy policy, or the project itself.   

GEN-3 Comments that the purpose and need of the projects has 
not been established; section 1 of the EIS does not 
adequately describe the purpose and need; and the need 
for construction and operation of both ACP and MVP has 
not been established. 

FERC staff reviews applications for interstate natural gas pipeline projects in accordance with an 
applicant’s stated objective(s) to disclose the environmental impacts of a proposal, to inform the 
decision makers, and, in accordance with NEPA, evaluate reasonable alternatives to a project.   

The purpose and need for ACP and SHP is discussed in section 1.1 of this EIS.  The final analysis 
of the capacity of existing pipelines near the projects, projected market needs to be served, etc., is 
performed by the Certificates group at FERC and is separate from the environmental analysis in 
this EIS. 

The Commissioners at FERC ultimately have the authority to evaluate the merits of a project’s 
objective and either approve the proposal, with or without modification, or decide to not approve the 
project.  Should the Commission decide that a project is not in the public convenience and 
necessity, it would deny the project (in effect, selecting the No Action Alternative) versus designing 
or recommending a new project with different objectives.  

A project’s need is established by the FERC Commission when it determines whether a project is 
required by the public convenience and necessity.  The FERC’s Certificate Policy Statement 
provides guidance as to how the Commission evaluates proposals for new construction, and 
establishes criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed project and whether it 
would serve the public interest.  The Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding whether 
to authorize the construction of major new pipeline facilities, the Commission balances the  
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  anticipated public benefits against the potential adverse consequences.  The Commission’s goal is 
to give appropriate consideration to the enhancement of competitive transportation alternatives, the 
possibility of overbuilding, subsidization by existing customers, the applicant’s responsibility for 
unsubscribed capacity, avoiding the unnecessary exercise of eminent domain and disruptions of 
the environment. 

GEN-4 Commentors expressed concern that environmental 
mitigation measures and permit requirements would not 
be enforced during construction of the projects.  In 
addition, commentors were concerned that environmental 
inspectors employed by Atlantic and DETI and/or FERC 
third-party monitors would not would not provide effective 
oversight during construction. 

If the project is approved, the FERC would issue a Certificate with conditions that must be fulfilled.  
In addition, Atlantic and DETI would be legally required to ensure their projects follow the 
construction procedures and mitigation measures described in their applications and supplements, 
including responses to staff data requests and as identified in the EIS (unless modified by the 
Order).  Failure to meet certain performance standards would result in issuance of noncompliance 
reports and, if the violation is repeated, could result in a stop-work order or enforcement actions by 
the FERC.  If a company does not meet the conditions or regulations that apply to the project, 
FERC has authority to refer the matter to its Office of Enforcement. 

FERC staff would ensure that all Commission’s conditions have been met prior to any approval to 
start construction.  The results of outstanding surveys and other environmental information that is 
required to be filed before construction would be reviewed by FERC staff, and we would verify that 
the information does not alter the EIS conclusions.  All of this information would also be available 
on the Commission website for review by other agencies and the public.   

Atlantic and DETI would be required to submit weekly reports documenting its construction and 
restoration activities.  Further, a third-party compliance monitor(s) under the direction of the FERC 
would be onsite daily during construction, documenting Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and 
restoration through about the time the pipeline would be placed into service.  FERC staff would also 
periodically inspect the project area during construction and restoration to ensure compliance with 
the Certificate and to verify that restoration is proceeding satisfactorily and, if any issues arise, that 
they are addressed.  The third-party monitors would also consult with FERC staff as needed during 
construction and restoration.  Also, Atlantic and DETI would be required to develop and implement 
an environmental complaint procedure that identifies contact information and documents 
problems/concerns and how and when they were resolved.   

Under a Memorandum of Understanding on Natural Gas Transportation Facilities dated January 15, 
1993, between the DOT and FERC, the DOT has the exclusive authority to promulgate federal 
safety standards used in the transportation of natural gas.  Section 157.14(a)(9)(vi) of FERC’s 
regulations require that an applicant certify that it would design, install, inspect, test, construct, 
operate, replace, and maintain the facility for which a Certificate is requested in accordance with 
federal safety standards and plans for maintenance and inspection, or certify that it has been 
granted a waiver of the requirements of the safety standards by the DOT in accordance with section 
3(e) of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act.  FERC accepts this certification and does not impose 
additional safety standards other than DOT standards.   
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GEN-5 Comments related to impacts during construction and 
operation, including concern that impacts of ACP and 
SHP would be significant. 

The draft and final EIS describe the potential impacts on environmental resources, including 
biology, forests, streams, rivers, lakes, animals, and plant species, resulting from construction and 
operation of the projects; our analysis considered impacts on environmental resources from all 
project components described in section 2.1.  Section 5 includes our conclusions of the 
environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of ACP and SHP, and 
recommended measures to reduce impacts. 

GEN-6 Comments that include questions or confusion regarding 
the facilities that are proposed as part of the projects. 

Section 2 includes summaries of the proposed pipelines, aboveground facilities, ancillary facilities, 
access roads, ATWS, and yards.  In addition, detailed lists of ATWS and access roads are provided 
in revised appendices D and E, respectively.  Appendix H provides the site-specific HDD crossing 
plans proposed as part of ACP, including newly identified HDDs.   

GEN-7 Comments related to public outreach including requests 
to extend the comment period on the draft EIS and 
complaints about the draft EIS public comment session 
format.  Commentors also contend the length of the 
comment period should be extended to provide the public 
an opportunity to review environmental information filed 
by Atlantic and DETI after issuance of the draft EIS. 

The format of the draft EIS comment sessions was consistent with FERC’s most recent public 
outreach efforts.  FERC considers and weighs all comments equally regardless of which the format 
they are presented (orally, electronically, posted mail, etc.).  Additionally, FERC’s revised meeting 
format was developed primarily to ensure more people would have the opportunity to provide 
comments without some of the time constraints associated with the former meeting format. 

The draft EIS comment period was 90 days, which was longer than the FERC’s typical comment 
period of 45 days.  While some information was filed by Atlantic and DETI during the draft EIS 
comment period, the lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the projects or a feasible 
way to mitigate or avoid such effect.   

GEN-8 Comments that the analysis in the EIS was flawed or 
inadequate, and our conclusions in the EIS are not 
appropriate or correct.  Further, commentors contend that 
certain comments submitted during scoping were not 
addressed in the EIS, or provided comments on the draft 
EIS that are not within the scope of this environmental 
analysis. 

We disagree.  The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources resulting from 
construction and operation of the projects.  The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ 
guidelines, and other applicable requirements.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and addresses a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy 
regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different types of impacts, including cumulative 
impacts.  Duration and significance of impacts are discussed throughout the various EIS resource 
sections.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction 
and restoration plans contain numerous mitigation measures to avoid or reduce project-related 
impacts. 

In addition to conducting its own independent analysis of the project, FERC also relies on the 
expertise of federal, state, and local agencies who have regulatory authority and oversight of the 
numerous laws, rules, and regulations described in the EIS.  The outreach and agency engagement 
conducted for the projects is described in section 1.  An applicant must also demonstrate that it has 
conducted surveys in accordance with a regulatory agency’s protocols and/or the law, and 
consulted with the appropriate agency personnel and applied for the applicable permits.   
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Regarding comments submitted during scoping, as discussed in section 1.3, we acknowledge that 
we received comments during scoping that raised issues that are outside the scope of this EIS.  
The purpose and scope of the EIS is discussed in section 1.2. 

GEN-9 General comments regarding the role of the FERC.  FERC’s mission statement, as stated on its website, is the following: “Assist consumers in obtaining 
reliable, efficient and sustainable energy services at a reasonable cost through appropriate 
regulatory and market means.” 

When a federal action is triggered – in this case, a permit application is submitted to the FERC – 
the agency must fulfill the requirements of NEPA.  The CEQ and FERC have developed regulations 
that guide how NEPA is fulfilled.  One such requirement is disclosing the impacts associated with a 
proposed action.  Another aspect of CEQ’s NEPA-implementing regulations is mitigation, which in 
summary is defined as avoiding or minimizing an impact, or compensating for the impact.  FERC is 
not charged with protecting lands or resources but instead, through NEPA, to disclose the impacts 
associated with a proposed action and, as necessary, recommending alternatives or measures to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate for an impact.   

GEN-10 Commentors requested FERC prepare a programmatic 
EIS to analyze the impacts of the MVP Project, ACP and 
SHP, and other regional projects in a single EIS. 

The purpose and scope of this EIS is focused on the environmental impacts of ACP and SHP; 
however, we consider in section 4.13 the cumulative impacts of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the region, including other FERC jurisdictional projects such as MVP. 

GEN-11 Comments related to environmental information filed by 
Atlantic and DETI after issuance of the draft EIS.  
Commentors contend that the volume of material filed 
warrants issuance of a supplemental draft EIS. 

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable 
requirements.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA 
evaluation of alternatives and different impact types.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its 
identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever 
possible.   

While some information was pending at the issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of information does 
not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the projects or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect.  The EIS 
includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the 
proposed projects, and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  

The final EIS includes additional information provided by Atlantic and DETI, cooperating agencies, 
and new or revised information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS.   

GEN-12 Various comments were received providing editorial 
corrections or requesting clarifications to the text. 

As appropriate, editorial corrections and clarifications have been incorporated into the final EIS.  As 
noted in section 1, a vertical line in the margin identifies text that is new or modified in the final EIS 
and differs materially from corresponding text in the draft EIS.  Changes were also made to address 
comments from cooperating agencies and other stakeholders on the draft EIS; incorporate 
modifications to ACP and SHP proposed by Atlantic and DETI after publication of the draft EIS; and 
incorporate information filed by Atlantic and DETI in response to our recommendations in the draft 
EIS.   



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
 

Individual Comments 

Z-4781 

TABLE Z-2 (cont’d) 
 

Summaries of Comments Received from Individual Commentors and Responses 
Category/
Comment 
Number Comment Summary Response 

GEN-13 Comments related to federal, state, and local permits that 
Atlantic and DETI would be required to receive and 
enforcement of those permit requirements. 

Section 1.4 describes and table 1.4-1 lists the environmental permits and authorizations applicable 
to the projects, and associated agency responsible for considering whether to issue a permit or 
authorization to Atlantic and DETI.   

GEN-14 General comments related to the portion of ACP on NFS 
lands, including support for the FS’ requests for 
information from Atlantic; opposition to the proposed 
LRMP amendments and the route of ACP on NFS lands; 
and commentors contending the FERC would improperly 
allow Atlantic to defer submitting critical information until 
after a Certificate is issued or construction is underway, 
depriving the FS of information it would need to make its 
decisions.   

Comments regarding the FS’ requests for information from Atlantic opposition to the LRMP 
amendments are noted. 

Regarding the FERC improperly allowing Atlantic to defer information, this is not accurate.  FERC’s 
Certificates are typically conditioned.  This means that certain information listed in FERC Certificate 
must be provided prior to construction in order to be granted authorization to begin construction.  
Still other information must be provided prior to authorization to place the pipeline into service.  
However, such conditions pertain to follow-up information related to preparing for construction, 
addressing project-specific issues, and/or achieving satisfactory restoration of disturbed areas.  The 
details of these types of follow-ups are not necessary to have in hand for the NEPA document, and 
we can base our conclusions, in part, on their future implementation. 

The FS is using the FERC’s NEPA document to assist it in its regulatory process.  The FS may 
continue to request additional information from Atlantic specific to NFS land after the final EIS and 
prior to issuance of any FS permit or record of decision.  Impacts of ACP on federal lands and 
measures to reduce impacts are discussed throughout the EIS in the applicable resource sections. 

GEN-15 Comments expressed concern regarding potential 
impacts associated with ACP and SHP crossing public 
water and sewer lines. 

Section 2.3.3.9 discusses the crossing methods and requirements associated with foreign utilities. 

GEN-16 Comments related to potential future plans related to 
ACP and SHP, and the status of the pipe in the event it is 
no longer needed. 

At this time, Atlantic and DETI have not identified potential new facilities associated with a future 
expansion.  As discussed in section 2.7, any future increase in capacity or expanded facilities would 
need additional FERC authorization (which would also require additional environmental review).  As 
further discussed in section 2.7, if at some point in the future, any of the project facilities approved 
in this proceeding were proposed to be abandoned, Atlantic and/or DETI would have to seek 
specific authorization from the FERC for that action and the public would have the opportunity to 
comment on the applicant’s abandonment proposal. 

GEN-17 Comments related to the construction schedule and 
conflicting time of year restrictions for certain species or 
resources. 

Atlantic’s and DETI’s proposed construction schedule is included in section 2.4.  This schedule may 
or may not be accurate in the future, based on any number of factors.  In addition, we have revised 
section 2.4 to include a discussion of potential conflicts where the recommended avoidance and 
minimization measures described throughout section 4.0 for a species or resource may conflict with 
recommendations for another species or resource, and have recommended that Atlantic and DETI 
file with the Secretary detailed environmental constraints maps, by county, illustrating the 
avoidance and minimization measures identified by the resource agencies and that Atlantic and 
DETI have committed to along the ACP and SHP routes. 

GEN-18 Commentors contend that resource-specific mitigation 
measures that have been identified by FS for the portion 

The FS is the lead federal agency responsible for issuing special use permits for activities across 
federal lands under the jurisdiction of the FS pursuant to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 and in 
accordance with federal regulations in 43 CFR 2880.  As such, Atlantic is required to obtain a SUP 
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of ACP on NFS lands should apply to the entire project 
area. 

from the FS for its project.  FS land management planning requirements are established by the NFMA 
and regulations at 36 CFR 219.  These laws and regulations require a forest-specific, multi-year 
LRMP.  As such, the FS has a regulatory responsibility to manage NFS lands in accordance with 
forest-specific LRMPs.  Further, it has the authority to require an applicant to comply with measures 
it determines necessary to reduce impacts on environmental resources on lands under its 
jurisdiction.   

The FERC is not a land-managing agency.  Atlantic and DETI would adopt the general construction, 
restoration, and operational mitigation measures outlined in the FERC Plan and Procedures, which 
are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were developed in collaboration with other 
federal and state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the potential 
environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects in general.  In addition, Atlantic and 
DETI have identified additional measures they would implement during construction to reduce 
impacts; we reviewed these measures in the EIS, concluded if they would be effective, and 
recommended additional measures where appropriate.   

As discussed in section 4.8.2, Atlantic and DETI would negotiate easement agreements with private 
landowners affected by ACP and SHP.  An easement agreement between a company and a private 
landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from construction, including losses 
of non-renewable and other resources, damages to property during construction, and restrictions on 
existing uses that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after construction.  
Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific factors and/or development plans for 
their property be considered during easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken 
into account. 

ALTERNATIVES  

ALT-1 Comments regarding the need to consider renewable 
energy options, such as wind and solar power. 

The EIS evaluates alternatives to the proposed action, which is a natural gas transmission project.  
As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, the generation of electricity from renewable energy sources 
would be an alternative to a power generating project.  The siting, construction, and operation of 
power generating facilities are regulated by state agencies.  Because the purpose of the projects is 
to transport natural gas, and the generation of electricity from renewable energy sources or the 
gains realized from increased energy efficiency and conservation are not natural gas transportation 
alternatives, they are beyond the scope of the EIS. 

ALT-2 We received numerous comments suggesting that the 
purpose and need for the ACP and SHP is not 
established and, as such, the alternatives analysis was 
flawed. 

FERC staff reviews applications for interstate natural gas pipeline projects in accordance with an 
applicant’s stated objective(s) to inform decision makers on the environmental impacts of a 
proposal and, in accordance with NEPA, evaluate reasonable alternatives to a project.  However, 
the FERC as a matter of policy and in accordance with the NGA and other governing regulations, 
does not direct the development of the gas industry’s infrastructure on a regional or programmatic 
basis.  As such, FERC staff’s evaluation of reasonable alternatives does not include setting project 
objectives, determining what an applicant’s objective “should” be, nor does it include redefining the 
objectives of a project.  This does not mean that FERC staff cannot recommend a modification to a 
project or a different routing option; however, the FERC staff’s review is based on ensuring that any 
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modifications or alternatives it recommends in the EIS would meet the applicant’s stated 
objective(s).   

The Commissioners at FERC ultimately have the authority to evaluate the merits of a project’s 
objective(s) and either approve the proposal, with or without modification, or decide to not approve 
the project.  Should the Commission decide that a project is not in the public convenience and 
necessity, it would deny the project (in effect, selecting the No Action Alternative) versus designing 
or recommending a new project with different objectives.  

A project’s need is established by the FERC Commission when it determines whether a project is 
required by the public convenience and necessity.  The FERC’s Certificate Policy Statement 
provides guidance as to how the Commission evaluates proposals for new construction, and 
establishes criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed project and whether it 
would serve the public interest.  The Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding whether 
to authorize the construction of major new pipeline facilities, the Commission balances the 
anticipated public benefits against the potential adverse consequences.  The Commission’s goal is 
to appropriately consider the enhancement of competitive transportation alternatives, the possibility 
of overbuilding, subsidization by existing customers, the applicant’s responsibility for unsubscribed 
capacity, avoiding the unnecessary exercise of eminent domain, and disruptions of the 
environment.  

ALT-3 We received comments that FERC should further 
consider the no action alternative.  

In the EIS we acknowledge that not building ACP and SHP (i.e., the No Action Alternative) would 
avoid the environmental impacts described in the EIS.  We also point out that the No Action 
Alternative could result in other projects being constructed to serve the same markets and 
customers that would be served by ACP and SHP.  However, it would be speculative to attempt to 
quantify if/and what those other projects might be and therefore what the range of environmental 
impacts might be associated with the No Action Alternative.  The purpose and need for the projects 
is not established by FERC environmental staff in the EIS, but by the Atlantic and DETI in their 
applications to the FERC, and the alternatives analysis in the EIS evaluates alternatives against 
this stated purpose and need.  Following completion of the environmental review and the final EIS, 
the Commission will evaluate factors related to need and decide whether to issue a Certificate for 
the projects, or whether to deny a Certificate (the No Action Alternative). 

ALT-4 We received numerous comments that existing or 
proposed pipeline systems can meet the purpose and 
need of the ACP and SHP. 

Due to increased energy and natural gas needs, the customers identified in section 1 of the EIS 
requested that additional natural gas supplies are transported to specific delivery points in Virginia 
and North Carolina.  This “open season” bid request allowed any company the opportunity to 
propose existing and/or additional pipeline infrastructure to meet the purpose of the project.  No 
companies, or consortium of companies, were capable of using existing pipeline infrastructure to 
meet the delivery requirements of the project, which from a business and market perspective, would 
be the cheapest and most profitable way to meet the purpose of the project.   

Atlantic and DETI proposed the ACP and SHP to the customers as the cheapest and most efficient 
way to meet the purpose of the project.  The SHP utilizes about 148 miles of existing pipeline 
infrastructure to deliver gas from supply areas to the Mockingbird Hill and Hastings Compressor 
Stations in West Virginia, and additionally uses existing aboveground facility sites to reduce
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impacts.  Atlantic also uses about 21 miles of existing pipeline infrastructure in North Carolina to 
provide natural gas to the Public Service Company of North Carolina, Inc.   

As stated in Alternatives Comment 2, the Commissioners at FERC ultimately have the authority to 
evaluate the merits of a project’s objective(s) and either approve the proposal, with or without 
modification, or decide to not approve the project. 

ALT-5 Comments that the proposed pipelines should be 
collocated with other rights-of-way. 

Section 3.3 identifies alternatives that would increase collocation with other rights-of-way.  
Additional alternatives and variations were considered during the pre-filing phase of the projects, 
but were eliminated from further consideration, for reasons described in the EIS.  No additional, 
practical alternatives were identified during our comment period. 

ALT-6 Comments that alternative sites should be evaluated for 
Compressor Station 2, citing environmental justice and 
health concerns related to air and noise emissions. 

As discussed in Socioeconomics Comment 10, we expanded our analysis in section 4.9.9 and 
concluded that due to construction dust and compressor station emissions, African American 
populations near the proposed compressor stations could experience disproportionate impacts due 
to their susceptibility to asthma.  Impacts from construction dust would be minor as they would be 
temporary, localized, and not substantially alter the resource.  Impacts from compressor station 
emissions would be moderate because, while they would be permanent facilities, air emissions 
would not exceed regulatory permittable levels.  As a result, no disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts on environmental justice populations as result of impacts on air quality, including impacts 
associated with the proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a result of ACP.  
Therefore, we have not evaluated additional compressor station sites. 

ALT-7 We received comments suggesting the pipeline(s) should 
be move further from homes, businesses, public areas, 
and other environmental resources.  

Section 3.4 of the EIS lists the route variations evaluated during development of the proposed 
pipeline route, including 31 route modifications filed by Atlantic on January 19, 2017.  As noted in 
table 3.5-1, many of the variations were evaluated at the request of affected landowners.  However, 
for a long linear pipeline project it is not always possible or environmentally preferable to adopt 
each request from affected landowners, for several reasons.  Reasons can include construction 
considerations at the property in question or immediately adjacent to the property, other 
environmental considerations immediately adjacent to the property in question, or the general 
preference to collocate with existing utilities.  Impacts on conservation easements or 
environmentally sensitive areas that are not avoided by the current proposed route are addressed 
in sections 4.4 to 4.8 of the EIS.  Impacts on business are discussed in section 4.9. 

ALT-8 We received several comments that the MNF and GWNF 
should be avoided, and conversely, that the project 
should be routed through NFS lands to avoid private 
lands.    

Our analysis of pipeline routes that avoid or cross NFS lands is provided in section 3.3.4.  It should 
be noted that Atlantic evaluated numerous major route alternatives and route variations through the 
National Forests that are not analyzed in section 3.3.4.  These assessments are disclosed on our 
ACP docket.  We have concluded that the GWNF6 route that was proposed in Atlantic’s amended 
application was preferable to the other alternatives and variations considered, and we have not 
carried these alternatives forward for further analysis. 

ALT-9 We have received comments that communities, counties, 
and states that do not receive a benefit from the ACP or 
SHP should not be force to bear the impacts of the 
projects.    

Our nation’s energy infrastructure is primarily designed to transport energy from supply areas to 
consumption areas.  This infrastructure commonly requires interstate transmission facilities, and in 
the case of the proposed projects, natural gas would be transported from the Marcellus shale 
region to customers in Virginia and North Carolina.  If determined in the public convenience and 
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necessity, these interstate transmission projects would impact landowners and businesses that 
would not receive natural gas or electricity generated from natural gas power generation from the 
projects.  The Commission will review the analysis and conclusions in this EIS, along with rate and 
tariffs justification reviews, and decide whether the projects are in the public convenience and 
necessity. 

ALT-10 We received several comments that the alternatives 
analysis should provide additional detail and analysis. 

The focus of our NEPA review is to analyze an applicant’s request for specific pipeline routes, 
aboveground facility locations, and associated activities so that we can disclose and analyze the 
expected impacts of constructing and operating the proposed projects.  Therefore, our approach to 
the analysis of alternatives is premised on two principles: first, our analysis is in response to an 
application for a specific project; and, second, the analysis of alternatives is driven by the need to 
resolve resource conflicts.  Each alternative is compared to the applicant’s proposal to determine if 
any or all expected impacts can be avoided or reduced. 

Within this framework, we identified a full range of alternatives.  Early in the pre-filing process, we 
screened the alternatives identified by various stakeholders, as well as the Atlantic and DETI, to 
determine if they are reasonable or if they should be eliminated from further analysis.  All 
reasonable alternatives were evaluated in the draft EIS to determine whether they would be 
environmentally preferable to the proposed action. 

Through the scoping process we identified and the draft EIS considered numerous system 
alternatives, route alternatives, and route variations.  In addition to those identified by the agencies 
and public during scoping, alternatives were also identified by FERC staff to reduce or avoid 
impacts.  The scope of reasonable alternatives is logically bounded by the projects’ objectives and 
purpose.  We also evaluated alternatives based on whether they are technically feasible, 
practicable, and offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed action. 

Alternatives and variations are not evaluated and discussed at the same level of detail as the 
proposed action in section 4, or at the same level of detail when compared to other analyzed 
alternatives or variations.  We evaluate each alternative until we determine it is not reasonable, 
feasible, or environmentally preferable; or for some, until we recommend that the applicant provide 
additional information or adopt the alternative as part of the proposed project.  Our criteria for 
alternatives analyses are well defined, and the alternatives discussed in the ACP/SHP EIS are 
reasonable.  For each alternative evaluated in detail in the EIS, we identify the factors used to make 
a direct comparison to the proposed projects. 

GEOLOGY   

GEO-1 Comments were received expressing concern for impacts 
on karst and caves during construction, including from 
hydrostatic test water discharge. 

FERC’s team of karst geologists and hydrologists independently evaluated the information 
concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded that collectively, the information provided 
by Atlantic and DETI is sufficient to adequately characterize karst and water resources.  The EIS 
details the reasons for our conclusions that, if ACP and SHP are constructed and operated in 
accordance with PHMSA regulations and project-specific construction, monitoring, and mitigation 
plans, as well as FERC staff recommendations, the projects would not result in significant impacts 
on karst features or water resources, or represent a significant risk to public safety.  All of the 
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proposed pipeline in karst areas would be installed in a shallow trench, which could result in 
localized, temporary impacts, but would not pose a significant long-term risk to karst, caves, and 
water resources.  The applicants would implement commonly used methods to mitigate karst 
features that may be encountered during trench construction, as well as a project-specific Karst 
Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation Plan to avoid and minimize the 
potential to initiate sinkhole activity in and near the construction workspace.  As stated in section 
4.1.2.3, discharge of hydrostatic test water and other project-related water in karst areas would be 
avoided, if possible.  If discharge of water is unavoidable, water should be discharged into uplands 
as far as possible from flagged or marked buffer areas of karst features, and additional sediment 
and water flow control dissipating devices would be used to minimize impacts. 

GEO-2 Several comments were received regarding the hazards 
of building and operating a natural gas pipeline in karst 
terrain, including the generation sinkholes from 
construction activity.  

As discussed in section 4.1.2.3, with the implementation of DOT safety standards during the 
operation of ACP and SHP, we conclude that operation of the projects would not pose a significant 
risk to karst or public safety.  Further, as discussed in section 4.1.2.3, we have reviewed available 
reports from PHMSA for pipeline facility damage reports in Virginia and West Virginia due to earth 
movement (a sinkhole event is considered an earth movement by PHMSA).  A total of five 
significant incidents were reported in Virginia and West Virginia between 1995 and 2014; however, 
none of these incidents were reported in karst areas crossed by ACP.  

Section 4.1.2.3 includes a discussion of the natural processes that can trigger karst activity that 
could be accelerated by disturbance, such as trenching, grading activity, or diversion of project-
related water into otherwise stable karst features.  These processes include an increase in water 
flow or redirection of surface water flow or subsurface flow that could accelerate the raveling of soil 
fines, the removal of vegetation cover and topsoil, and a sudden decrease in the water elevation, 
which decreases the natural buoyancy of the water supporting a soil plug in a conduit.  Atlantic and 
DETI have developed a Karst Terrain Assessment, Construction, Monitoring, and Mitigation Plan to 
address previously unidentified karst features encountered during construction and further reduce 
the potential to initiate sinkhole development during construction and operation of the facilities.  We 
have reviewed Atlantic’s and DETI’s plans and, with revisions recommended in the EIS, find them 
acceptable.  The proposed facilities would also be designed, constructed, maintained, and 
monitored in accordance with modern construction standards and PHMSA regulations, which would 
further reduce the potential for karst conditions to adversely impact the facilities.  We also note that 
other residential, commercial, industrial, and infrastructure development has continued successfully 
in these areas.  

GEO-3 Comments indicating the analysis completed for the draft 
EIS understates need for blasting and impacts on steep 
slopes, wells, and springs; and impacts and mitigation 
associated with blasting during construction, including on 
residential structures (one comment specifically mentions 
earth-sheltered homes).  

Details describing the precautionary measures to be taken during pipeline construction blasting are 
discussed in section 4.1.2.2 and also in Atlantic’s and DETI’s Blasting Plan.  The text has been 
revised to describe that blasting for excavation during pipeline projects typically involves small-
scale, controlled, rolling detonation procedures that result in limited ground upheaval.  These blasts 
do not typically result in large, aboveground explosions.  Atlantic and DETI would conduct blasting 
in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations.  

A study prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Mines (Siskind and Fumanti, 1974), indicates that blasting 
in rock generally produces rock fractures within a very small radius surrounding the shot hole.  
Assuming a typical shot hole of 4-inch-diameter is used, rock fractures can be expected to spread 
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between 5 and 55 times the shot hole radius, or 1 to 9 feet, depending upon rock hardness.  
Therefore, rock fracturing beyond the limits of the proposed construction right-of-way would be 
highly unlikely.  

It has been documented in studies and through previous blasting experience that the use of proper 
use of blasting controls and precautions can adequately protect wells, springs, and structures 
located near blast areas.  If blasting must be conducted near wells, springs, or structures, Atlantic 
and DETI would follow the blasting regulations and procedures described in section 4.1.2.2.  We 
believe these precautions would adequately protect water well/spring resources.  Atlantic and DETI 
would monitor well/spring water quality and yield prior to construction.  In the event of a damage 
claim during or following construction, Atlantic and DETI would monitor well/spring water quality and 
yield and provide owners compensation and an emergency source of potable water as appropriate. 
Compensation measures that may be required include physical repairs or replacement of the water 
supply system. 

GEO-4 Several comments were made expressing concern for 
the mitigation measures and stabilization of steep slopes 
following construction. 

Refer to section 4.1.4.2 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that would be utilized in steep 
slope areas. Section 5.6 of Atlantic’s and DETI’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan (appendix F) 
describes methods that would utilized to establish vegetation in steep slope areas. Fast-growing 
cool-season grasses would be used to help ensure faster soil stabilization.  Permanent erosion 
control devices (i.e., slope breakers) designed to reduce runoff velocity, divert water from the 
surface of the rights-of-way, and encourage retention of soils may be used, in addition to additional 
structural material (e.g., rocky or woody debris) to provide an anchor for revegetation and 
deposition of soil.  In addition to these measures, Atlantic and DETI would develop and implement 
other site-specific measures, where warranted, to address land movement, surface erosion, backfill 
erosion, general soil stability when backfilling the trench, and restoring the rights-of-way in steep 
slope areas. 

While Atlantic and DETI have implemented programs and several mitigation measures to minimize 
the potential for slope instabilities and landslides, the development of other slope instability/
landslide risk reduction measures have not been completed or have not been adopted.  
Additionally, although the proposed pipelines have been sited to maximize ridgeline construction, 
numerous segment of pipeline would be constructed on steep slopes and in areas of high landslide 
potential.  Considering the historic and recent landslide incidences in the immediate project area, 
along with the factors above, we conclude that constructing the pipelines in steep terrain or high 
landslide incidence areas could increase the potential for landslides to occur.  However, Atlantic 
and DETI would comply with DOT regulations, specifically 49 CFR 192.317(a), which require 
pipeline operators to protect transmission pipelines from hazards, including landslides.  Regulations 
at 49 CFR 192 also specify pipeline design requirements to ensure safe pipeline operation and 
include pipe stress requirements/testing and require consideration of external loads in pipeline 
design.  Adherence to the DOT’s pipeline safety regulations would minimize the risk of damage to 
the pipeline in the event of landslides in the project area.     

GEO-5 We have received comments regarding incomplete 
surveys for karst, wells, and springs.  

While some information was pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this 
information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the projects or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect. The 
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EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by 
the proposed projects and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  We also require that final 
surveys be completed and approved, and any additional mitigation measure that may be required 
because of those studies be implemented.  Based on the limited construction footprint and karst 
triggering mechanisms, identification of karst features within 0.25 mile of the pipeline route 
adequately characterizes geological conditions for the purposes of construction and mitigation 
planning. 

GEO-6 There were several comments that question the 
conclusions of the draft EIS without complete 
geotechnical and geohazard studies, as well as 
commentor concerns regarding independent geological 
studies that contradict those of Atlantic and DETI.  These 
comments suggest that a full evaluation of steep slopes, 
HDD crossings, etc., cannot be made without complete 
geotechnical investigations and geohazard studies and 
that these investigations may substantially change the 
pipeline installation methods.  

The draft EIS included recommendations that Atlantic and DETI should provide updated study 
reports prior to the end of the comment period for inclusion in the final EIS.  Atlantic and DETI’s 
responses to these recommendations does not change any of the conclusions presented in the 
draft EIS.  Additional draft EIS recommended conditions pertain to additional recommended 
mitigation, consultations, and permits needed prior to any construction approval.  A Commission 
Certificate is typically conditioned on the certificate holder subsequently obtaining necessary 
permits under other federal laws.  In spite of their best efforts, it was not possible for Atlantic and 
DETI to obtain permission to access and survey the entire project, and complete all required 
consultations; therefore, the EIS is based on the best available data where this survey access was 
not available.   

Commentors are also referring to outstanding information that is pending completion of field 
surveys, which cannot be completed until landowner access is granted.  We assume that much of 
the remaining field surveys for geotechnical investigations and geohazard studies would not be 
completed until/if the Commission issues a Certificate.  If authorized, Atlantic and DETI would gain 
survey access at that time.  Once surveys are completed, Atlantic and DETI would file the survey 
findings and documentation of consultations/federal permits required and incorporate this work into 
their final plans.  Staff will review and verify that the information does not alter the EIS conclusions, 
and that all applicable Certificate conditions have been met, prior to any construction approval.  All 
this information would also be available on the Commission website for review by other agencies 
and the public.  As in all Commission proceedings, rehearing requests would be considered after 
any Commission decision.   

Atlantic and DETI, as well as our professional staff and contracted resource specialists, have 
reviewed the independent geological studies filed on the Commission docket and provided 
responses and/or revised EIS analysis and discussion where appropriate. 

GEO-7 Comments concerning the disposal of excess waste 
rock/soil.  

As stated in section 4.2.3, excess rock would be hauled off to an approved disposal location or 
used as beneficial reuse, per landowner or land management agency approval and as required by 
applicable permits. 

Atlantic and DETI are required to obtain the appropriate permits and authorizations for areas 
needed to construct and operate the projects.  However, we note that there are commercial areas 
where permits have been obtained by the owner/operator for an activity or as a resource needed for 
the project(s).  These include existing, previously approved spoil and rock disposal locations.  
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These areas would function as such regardless of whether the projects are constructed, have been 
approved for their use by the state or county authority(ies), and are independent of FERC approval.    

The impacts associated with all vehicle use during construction, including trucks that may haul 
excess spoil to offsite locations, are described in section 4.9.6.  

GEO-8 Comments regarding impacts associated with importing 
trench fill materials. 

Fill material would only be imported for use in rocky areas; or areas where the trench contains 
bedrock and a padded base is needed to protect the pipeline (where suitable padding material is 
not available on site).  Topsoil would not be used as padding material.  The FS has indicated that 
all off-site sources for backfill to be used on NFS lands must be free from contaminants and 
invasive species and must be pre-approved by FS personnel.  Atlantic and DETI do not currently 
propose to use imported soils. 

GEO-9 Comments were received stating potential impacts on 
karst from access roads not assessed  

Roads used to access the project in karst areas are existing.  Therefore, access roads associated 
with the project near karst would not create a new or unique impacts beyond that already 
experienced. 

GEO-10 Numerous comments were received by FERC regarding 
potential impacts of flash flooding following construction  

As discussed in sections 4.1.4.3 and 4.3.2.3 of the EIS, although flooding itself does not generally 
present a risk to pipeline facilities, bank erosion and/or scour could expose the pipeline or cause a 
section of pipe to become unsupported.  All pipeline facilities are required to be designed and 
constructed in accordance with 49 CFR 192.  These regulations include specifications for installing 
the pipeline at a sufficient depth to avoid possible scour at waterbody crossings. Typically, the 
trench would be sufficiently deep to provide for a minimum of 5 feet of cover over the pipeline at 
waterbodies.  

Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction plans (see table 2.3.1-1) address stabilization of the proposed 
pipeline right-of-way after pipeline installation.  Environmental inspectors and third-party monitors 
would be present during construction to ensure that contractors follow these specified procedures.  

GEO-11 Numerous comments were received in potential impacts 
of landslides, including on streams, as well as commentor 
concerns regarding Atlantic’s and DETI’s Slip Avoidance, 
Identification, Prevention, and Remediation - Policy and 
Procedure (SAIPR) and whether the SAIPR would be 
implemented along the entire project route. 

Atlantic’s and DETI’s SAIPR is a compilation of their BIC Team program in conjunction with the 
geohazard program for management of the construction of ACP and SHP on steep slopes.  The 
programs are based on industry best practices and previous steep slope construction experience.  
The BIC Program would establish a set of nine pre-defined categories of steep slopes.  There is a 
group of recommended potential mitigation tools identified for each category of steep slope; 
however, in unique cases where a steep slope does not fit into one of the identified categories, 
Atlantic and DETI would prepare slope-specific construction management plans.  

As discussed in section 4.1.4.2, Atlantic and DETI have conducted studies to identify locations 
along the proposed route that might be susceptible to landslides as well as committed to implement 
measures to address issues of landslide potential and susceptibility.  We conclude these measures 
would assist in minimizing adverse and/or significant impacts; however, we have updated sections 
4.4.3 and 4.6.4 to address the potential impacts on vegetation and aquatic resources, respectively, 
resulting from landslides and associated sedimentation and erosion.  Atlantic and DETI have 
confirmed that the SAIPR would be implemented along the entire ACP and SHP routes.  
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GEO-12 Comments regarding the feasibility of the horizontal 
directional drill (HDD) crossings, specifically the HDD 
crossing of the Blue Ridge Parkway/Appalachian Trail. 

Atlantic completed geotechnical borings at the entry and exit locations that were about 450 and 600 
feet downslope of the exit and entry points, respectively.  Atlantic also completed resistivity imaging 
and seismic refraction studies at the entry and exit locations to further characterize and confirm 
geologic conditions at the entry and exit points.  While the borings were not completed at the 
specific entry and exit points, we believe the completed boring, combined with the geophysical 
studies, adequately characterize conditions at the drill site, and confirm that alluvium is present over 
bedrock.  Additionally, we do not believe the presence of fractured and faulted rock identified by the 
geophysical studies would render the HDD infeasible or significantly increase the risk of drill 
failure.  To minimize drill failure, Atlantic would install a drill casing set to competent rock on both 
ends of the crossing to minimize the risk of the drill hole ceasing around the pullback section.  We 
have reviewed the drill and pullback workspaces and find them adequate, and believe the drill 
workspaces account for excavations needed to create a level working area.   

The commentors indicated that the safe bending radius of a 42-inch-diameter pipeline is 4,200 feet, 
and accordingly, the pullback section of pipe would be suspended a maximum height of 190 feet 
and distance of 2,000 feet before it enters the drill hole.  We note that the commentors utilized a 10-
degree exit angle while Atlantic proposes an 8-degree exit angle, and the topographic information 
used to estimate height and distance by the commentors do not correlate to LiDAR and civil survey 
information filed by Atlantic.  On May 26, 2017, Atlantic filed supplemental information related to the 
HDD pullback and bending radius of the pipeline.  Atlantic stated that based on the proposed 
pipeline’s specified minimum yield strength, a bending radius of 967 feet is feasible, and would 
significantly reduce the height and distance requirements of the pipeline as it enters the HDD 
hole.  Based on site characteristics and design information, we find the HDD feasible.  Additionally, 
the FS indicated that the proposed HDD would be feasible. 

GEO-13 Comments were received regarding general geologic 
hazards impacts, including earthquakes and acid-
producing rock and soils. 

Section 4.1.4 includes our analysis of geologic hazards.  Based on the data provided by Atlantic 
and DETI, we find that the recorded magnitude and frequency of earthquakes in the project area is 
relatively low, and the ground vibration would not pose a problem for a modern welded-steel 
pipeline constructed in accordance with federal standards outlined in 49 CFR 192.  Based on the 
low seismic risk and occurrence assigned to the project area, and the lack of recent (Holocene age) 
faulting, we find the risk of damage to pipeline facilities by earthquakes to be low.  We have also 
reviewed the data provided by Atlantic and DETI and others relating to potential presence of acid-
producing rocks.  We find the inspection and mitigation measures identified by Atlantic and DETI 
would avoid or minimize potential impacts from pipeline construction activities.  

GEO-14 Impacts on paleontological resources, including 
commentors who state that they have identified fossil 
resources along the project routes. 

Section 4.1.5 includes our analysis of paleontological resources.  Section 4.1.5 has been revised to 
include a recommended condition for Atlantic and DETI to develop and file a Discovery of 
Unanticipated Paleontological Resources Plan.   

SOILS   

SOIL-1 General soil concerns, including soil limitations (e.g., 
revegetation) and prime farmland impacts, as well as 
impacts on soils (e.g., compaction, winter construction) 

Soil characteristics and limitations are discussed in section 4.2.2 of the EIS, and general impacts 
and mitigation measures are found in section 4.2.3.  Atlantic and DETI would adopt the general 
construction, restoration, and operational mitigation measures outlined in our Plan and Procedures, 
which are a set of construction and mitigation measures that were developed in collaboration with 
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and concerns with Atlantic’s and DETI’s proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 

other federal and state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry, to minimize the potential 
environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects, in general.  In addition, Atlantic and 
DETI have identified project-specific measures they would implement during construction to reduce 
impacts; we reviewed these measures in the EIS, concluded if they would be effective, and/or 
recommended additional measures where appropriate. 

SOIL-2 We received comments expressing concerns about the 
impacts on and/or mitigation measures for erosion-prone 
soils. 

Section 4.2.2.1 includes our analysis of impacts on erosion-prone soils.  Mitigation measures that 
would be implemented are addressed in section 4.2.3.  Atlantic’s Restoration and Rehabilitation 
Plan and the FERC Plan contain provisions for erosion control practices, such as use of mulch and 
reestablishing vegetation within specific timeframes after construction is complete, that would be 
implemented during and after project construction. 

SOIL-3 We received comments expressing concerns about the 
impacts on and/or mitigation measures in steep slope 
areas.  

See response to GEO-4.  Additionally, section 4.2.2.9 includes our analysis of soil slope gradients 
along the project routes.  Mitigation measures that would be implemented are addressed in section 
4.2.3.   

SOIL-4 We received comments questioning the adequacy of 
SSURGO data for analyzing soil impacts and/or 
requesting Order 1 Soil Surveys be conducted along the 
entire proposed route. 

As discussed in the response to GEN-18, the FERC is not a land-managing agency, and therefore 
would not require the Applicants to conduct Order 1 soil surveys along the entire proposed routes, 
unless the Applicants are required to do so by a land-managing agency.  As noted in section 4.2.2, 
the FS, as a land-managing agency, selected the Order 1 Soil Survey methodology, based on 
direction from FS LRMP, to use as a method to inventory soil resources to the appropriate intensity 
level needed for project planning/and or design consideration.  An Order 1 Soil Survey is based on 
a more precise degree of study, and is therefore a more detailed level of information than SSURGO 
databases.  In many cases, mapping at an Order 1 level or collecting point data may reveal 
inclusions within map units of soils that were not named in the official soil survey, as well as use-
dependent soil properties that are different from the typical soil properties listed for map units in the 
“official” soil survey (NRCS, 2016b).  The Order 1 Soil Survey is more accurate than the official soil 
survey for the extent of right-of-way on NFS lands.  However, SSURGO data provide the most 
detailed level of soil mapping that is publicly available from the NRCS and was designed primarily 
for farm and ranch; landowner/users; and township, county, or parish natural resource planning and 
management; therefore, SSURGO data were used in the analysis on private lands. 

SOIL-5 We received comments expressing concern about the 
identification and mitigation of contaminated soils. 

Sections 4.2.2.10 and 4.8.7 provide a detailed discussion of impacts and the mitigation measures 
that would be implemented to avoid or mitigate contaminated soil impacts.  Atlantic and DETI 
conducted a review of federal and state regulatory databases to identify known and potential water 
and soil contamination, landfills, and hazardous waste sites proximate to the projects.  None of the 
known sites would be crossed by the pipelines or directly affected by trenching.  Should 
contaminated soil or groundwater be encountered during construction, Atlantic and DETI would 
implement their Contaminated Media Plan. 

SOIL-6 We received additional comments on the draft EIS about 
the RUSLE2 modelling analysis that was conducted, 
notably that we should analyze the entire route using the 
RUSLE2 computer model. 

We disagree.  Section 4.2.3 describes the rationale for selecting the settings that were applied in 
conducting FERC’s independent RUSLE2 analysis to address a specific commentor’s concerns in 
Bath County, Virginia.  The results of this analysis were included in appendix P. 
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We acknowledge that construction practices would temporarily increase soil erosion potential, but 
erosion rates should return to acceptable levels once final restoration has been completed.  
Atlantic’s Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan and the FERC Plan contain provisions for erosion 
control practices, such as use of mulch and reestablishing vegetation within specific timeframes 
after construction is complete.  Furthermore, because the construction timeframe is relatively short, 
we believe that implementation of the Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan and FERC Plan should 
ensure that there would not be a substantial increase in erosion potential in the project area in the 
long term. 

GROUNDWATER  

GW-1 Several comments were filed regarding potential impacts 
on and avoidance of karst areas, springs, and seeps, 
including potential impacts from access roads    

Section 4.1.2.3 of the EIS includes a description of the project-specific construction, monitoring, and 
mitigation measures that Atlantic and DETI would implement to avoid or reduce impacts on karst, 
springs, and seeps to less than significant levels.  The EIS also includes, either as an appendix or 
by reference, the detailed investigations, construction plans, and monitoring and mitigation 
measures conducted and/or prepared by the Applicants.  Further, the FERC docket documents the 
questioning by FERC staff of the Applicant regarding karst geology and water resources, as well as 
the replies by Atlantic and DETI.  

FERC’s team of karst geologists and hydrologists independently evaluated the information 
concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded that collectively, the information provided 
by Atlantic and DETI is sufficient to adequately characterize karst and water resources. The EIS 
details the reasons for our conclusion that, if ACP and SHP are constructed and operated in 
accordance with PHMSA regulations and project-specific construction, monitoring, and mitigation 
plans, as well as FERC staff recommendations, the projects would not result in significant impacts 
on karst features or water resources, or represent a significant risk to public safety.  The proposed 
pipeline in karst areas would be installed in a shallow trench, which could result in localized, 
temporary impacts, but would not pose a significant, long-term risk to water resources.   

GW-2 Several comments were received regarding potential 
groundwater quality impacts from construction. 

Localized spills of fuel/oil or lubricants could occur during the construction phase of the pipeline and 
cause contamination of soils and water resources.  In order to prevent and control spills during 
construction, Atlantic and DETI would implement their Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan.  Additional measures in the FERC Plan and Procedures include 
conducting routine inspections of construction equipment, tanks, and storage areas to help reduce 
the potential for spills or leaks; restricting refueling and the handling of hazardous materials to 
greater than 100 feet from wetland and waterbody resources; and the use of secondary 
containment around all containers and tanks.  In addition, no herbicide spraying or mixing would be 
allowed within 100 feet of any wetland or waterbody, or within 300 feet of any identified karst 
feature, except where allowed by state or federal agencies. 

GW-3 Several comments were made concerning the potential 
for operation of the pipeline to contaminate groundwater. 

As described in section 1.0 of the EIS, ACP and SHP would convey natural gas, which is not a 
liquid product, but a gas that is lighter than air and immiscible in water, and there are no chemicals 
added to the natural gas as it flows through the pipeline.  Natural gas is a naturally occurring 
material comprised primarily of methane.  In the very unlikely event of an underground release from 
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pipeline facilities, the gas would migrate to the surface and dissipate into the atmosphere and not 
contaminate subsurface media. 

GW-4 Comments were received in relation to potential impacts 
on public water supplies. 

Section 4.3.1 of the EIS contains a detailed description of the potential impact that operation of the 
projects could have on groundwater resources and public water supplies.  Over 98 percent of the 
proposed pipeline would be installed in a shallow trench, which could result in localized and 
temporary impacts, but would not pose a significant long-term risk to water resources.  The 
remainder of the pipeline facilities would be installed using the HDD method.  None of the proposed 
HDD crossings would be constructed in public wellhead protection areas or within 0.25 mile of 
public water supplies.  The potential impacts that could occur on groundwater and surface water in 
proximity to HDDs include increased turbidity associated with a loss of drilling mud.  Drilling mud is 
commonly used in the installation of drinking water wells and is comprised primarily of water and 
bentonite, a naturally occurring clay mineral.  The increased turbidity due to a loss of drilling mud 
would be temporary and would diminish with time and distance from the point of loss. The HDD 
Plan details the specific methods that Atlantic would implement to avoid or minimize drilling mud 
loss and to monitor for and mitigate impacts on water resources in the event of a drilling mud loss.  
Further, the pipeline segments installed by the HDD method would not have a significant impact on 
the flow regime or rates within groundwater or associated surface waters and springs.  We 
conclude that the operation of the projects would not have a significant impact on these resources. 

GW-5 We received comments regarding potential impacts on 
individual water supplies, including incomplete 
identification of private water wells, the need for 
alternative water sources, and compensation for impacts 
on water sources.  Some comments communicated 
knowledge of private wells/springs located near the 
proposed project, but exact locations were often not 
provided. 

The majority of groundwater impacts associated with pipeline installation would be limited to areas 
where shallow aquifers are crossed.  Most of these impacts would be temporary, and could be 
avoided or minimized by the use of standard or specific construction procedures specified by FERC 
in section 2.3.  The following is a summary of potential impacts and recommendation mitigation 
procedures. 

Clearing and grading activities could result in changes in overland water flow and recharge caused 
by a loss of vegetated cover and soil compaction. However, these impacts are expected to be 
minor because a relatively narrow strip of land would be affected (50-foot-wide right-of-way) and the 
rapid re-establishment of vegetation would enhance surface water recharge over the affected area.  
The degree of soil compaction caused by construction activities would vary depending on the 
nature of the soil and the moisture content.  Compaction would be alleviated by deep tillage with 
subsoilers or deep chisel plows. 

Water table elevations could be affected in a very localized area of the pipeline trench.  The trench 
generally is no more than 10 feet deep and would only intersect those water tables that occur at 
shallow depths.  Trench barriers would be used to ensure that the trench does not act as a conduit 
for groundwater movement.  Dewatering of a trench may be necessary in areas where the water 
table is high; however, dewatering would be limited in duration and the water that would be pumped 
from the trench would be discharged into well vegetated areas and allowed to return to the aquifer 
through infiltration. 

During pipeline excavation in bedrock, blasting could cause previously sealed fractures to be 
opened, creating a new path for surface water migration into the aquifer.  If any changes in the 
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water table elevation were to occur, the immediate area of the pipeline right-of-way would be 
temporarily affected until the water table was re-established.  

Desktop analyses using federal, state and other data sources have been used to identify likely 
karst, spring, and well locations near the construction corridor.  Field surveys have been completed 
where permission has been granted and the EIS analyzes impacts on these resources.  Before a 
notice to proceed with construction can be issued, Atlantic and DETI would be required to comply 
with the applicable environmental recommendations listed in section 5.2, which, if agreed to by the 
Commission, would be included as mandatory conditions to any FERC authorization.  Among these 
conditions are requirements to complete all environmental surveys and reports.   

The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources resulting from construction and 
operation of the projects.  The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and 
other applicable requirements.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand 
and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and addresses a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA 
evaluation of alternatives and different impact types, including cumulative impacts.  Duration and 
significance of impacts are discussed throughout the various EIS resource sections.  The EIS is 
comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce those effects whenever possible.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction and restoration plans 
contain numerous mitigation measures to avoid or reduce project-related impacts. 

As discussed in section 4.3.1.7, Atlantic and DETI have developed a well sampling plan that 
presents procedures for pre-construction monitoring of all identified drinking water supply wells, 
which includes private, community, municipal/public wells, and springs within 150 feet of the 
proposed construction workspace in non-karst terrain and within 500 feet of the workspace in karst 
terrain.  If a damage claim is filed with Atlantic or DETI, Atlantic and DETI would conduct post-
construction water quality tests, which would be analyzed by a certified laboratory, to determine if 
water supply wells and springs are affected by construction activities.  If damage occurs, Atlantic 
and DETI have committed to providing a temporary potable water source, and/or a new water 
treatment system or well.  We recommend in the EIS that Atlantic and DETI offer to conduct, with 
the landowner’s permission, post-construction water quality tests, using the same parameters used 
in the preconstruction tests, for all water supply wells and springs within 150 feet of the construction 
workspace and within 500 feet of the construction workspace in karst terrain.  We also encourage 
anyone who believes their well or spring may be affected by construction of the proposed projects 
to specifically request a preconstruction water quality and yield survey.  Should construction 
activities affect a well or spring, landowners can negotiate the delivery of alternative water supplies 
and/or water sources with Atlantic/DETI.  If Atlantic and DETI are unresponsive or unwilling to 
negotiate, we encourage landowners to contact FERC’s Landowner Helpline to investigate the 
problem. 

GW-6 Comments were made regarding the pre-construction 
baseline water testing and reporting process, including 

The well sampling program is discussed in section 4.3.1.7.  Samples would be collected by 
contractors for the applicants and all sampling analysis would be conducted by state-certified 
independent laboratories. 
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requests for independent and/or impartial completion of 
the sampling.  

GW-7 Comments were received concerning impacts on 
underground streams, including impacts from access 
road use.  

Underground streams are considered groundwater and analyzed as such in section 4.3.1.  Roads 
used to access the project in karst areas are existing; therefore, access roads associated with the 
project near underground streams would not create a new or unique impacts beyond that already 
experienced. 

GW-8 We have received numerous comments stating that the 
post-construction well/spring sampling of 150 feet in non-
karst and 500 feet in karst terrain is inadequate.  

As stated in the section 4.1.3.7, a karst specialist would be employed to determine if construction 
activities could have an impact on the seeps and/or springs.  Atlantic and DETI would implement 
the karst avoidance and mitigation measures identified in 4.1.2.3 to minimize impacts on karst 
systems.  We encourage anyone who believes their well or spring may be affected by construction 
of the proposed projects to complete a preconstruction water quality and yield survey.  Should 
construction activities affect a well or spring, landowners can negotiate the delivery of alternative 
water supplies and/or water sources with Atlantic/DETI.  If Atlantic and DETI are unresponsive or 
unwilling to negotiate, we encourage landowners to contact FERC’s Landowner Helpline to 
investigate the problem.   

GW-9 Several comments were received regarding potential 
impacts on water supply of downstream neighbors that 
use spring water that are more than 500 feet from 
pipeline.  

See responses to GW-5 and GW-8. 

GW-10 Comments were filed regarding potential impacts on 
groundwater/aquifer from water withdrawals (e.g., 
hydrostatic test water withdrawal, dust control)  

Each state administers a program to regulate water withdrawals and discharges used for 
hydrostatic testing under the federal NPDES, and these programs specify measures to ensure 
consistency with each state’s water quality standards and non-degradation requirements.  Each 
state also administers programs to avoid conflicts in water uses, and Atlantic and DETI are required 
by FERC to apply for all necessary withdrawal and discharge permits from Federal, state, and local 
permitting agencies.  FERC’s Procedures would be adequate to protect water resources from 
hydrostatic testing activities. 

SURFACE WATERS  

SURF-1 We received comments that Atlantic and DETI should 
use different waterbody crossing techniques such as the 
bore or HDD method, and provide site-specific waterbody 
crossing plans for all waterbodies. 

Atlantic and DETI would cross waterbodies using the wet open-cut, dry-ditch crossing, HDD, or 
cofferdam methods.  Although several commentors identified waterbodies that should be crossed 
by the bore or HDD method, or that at a minimum, the dry crossing method be utilized at all 
waterbodies, using these methods at every waterbody crossing would be technically infeasible, 
impractical, or would not result in a clear environmental advantage to the proposed dry-ditch 
crossing methods.  Impacts on waterbodies that would be crossed by the project are addressed in 
section 4.3.2 of the EIS, and impacts on aquatic resources are addressed in section 4.6.4. 

Crossing methods, workspace requirements, and waterbody survey information have been 
provided for waterbody crossings.  Site-specific plans have been provided for all major waterbody 
crossings; however, we have recommended in the EIS that Atlantic file new plans that incorporate 
agency recommended conservation measures and time of year restrictions. 
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SURF-2 We received comments that pipe installation, including 
the use of blasting, could have temporary and permanent 
impacts on surface waters.  

Impacts on surface waters, and with the measures that would be implemented to avoid or minimize 
these impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

SURF-3 We received comments that construction activities, 
including stormwater runoff, could increase sedimentation 
and turbidity within waterbodies. 

Soil erosion and sediment control impacts relating to waterbodies and aquatic resources are 
discussed in sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.6.4 of the EIS.  Atlantic and DETI would implement the 
measures in the Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan and COM Plan, which incorporate measures 
from our Plan and Procedures, to ensure that erosion control measures are properly installed and 
maintained until the right-of-way is effectively restored.  Inspections would be conducted to ensure 
the effectiveness of these measures.  As required by our Plan and Procedures, Atlantic and DETI 
must coordinate with the appropriate local, state, and federal agencies regarding erosion and 
sediment control. 

As numerous commentors have stated, waterbodies crossed by the projects are commonly 
impacted by sedimentation from rain events.  As FERC staff witnessed during its field reviews and 
as illustrated in photographs filed on the docket, waterbodies such as the Elk River and South 
Branch Rockfish River have naturally elevated turbidity levels after rain events.  While natural 
turbidity and sedimentation levels can be high at times, we acknowledge that these facts do not 
justify allowing a project to indiscriminately impact waterbodies, or diminish the pursuit of finding a 
practical yet minimally impactful waterbody crossing method.  We believe the waterbody crossing 
methods in our Procedures, coupled with other state and federal waterbody crossing specifications 
and conditions, would minimize sedimentation and turbidity impacts to the extent practicable. 

SURF-4 We received comments that construction or operation of 
ACP would affect public water supplies. 

Section 4.3.1.4 identifies wellhead protection areas that would be crossed, and section 4.3.2.5 
identifies public surface water intakes that are within 3 miles downstream of waterbody crossings.  
Based on the proposed waterbody crossing methods, and Atlantic’s commitment to prevent water 
discharges to sensitive waterbodies, we do not believe construction would affect public water 
supplies.   

We acknowledge that construction spills could adversely affect public water supplies.  Atlantic’s and 
DETI’s SPCC Plan describes the measures that would be implemented to prevent, and if 
necessary, control inadvertent spills.  We have reviewed this plan and find it adequate. 

SURF-5 We received comments that construction or operation of 
ACP would affect private water supplies. 

As discussed in section 4.3.1.7, DETI and Atlantic have developed procedures for pre-construction 
monitoring of all identified drinking water supply wells, including private, community, municipal/
public wells and springs, within 150 feet of the proposed construction workspace, and within 500 
feet of the workspace in karst areas.  If any water supply’s quantity or quality is affected during 
construction, Atlantic or DETI would provide an alternate water supply source or pay damages to 
the landowner for a new, analogous well or alternative water supply. 

Section 4.3.1.7 has been updated to include information about water source impacts that may be 
greater than 150 or 500 feet from the project area. 

SURF-6 We received several comments that surface water 
withdrawals and hydrostatic test water discharges would 
impact aquatic habitats and downstream water uses, and 

Water use is discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  Atlantic and DETI would not appropriate water 
from sensitive waterbodies for dust control. 
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the draft EIS did not disclose the sources and quantities 
of water needed for dust control. 

SURF-7 We received comments that flooding and scour could 
expose or damage the pipeline. 

We have taken flooding and scour into consideration.  Federal pipeline design and construction 
specifications take these hazards into consideration. 

SURF-8 We received comments that contaminants from 
construction activities or operation of the pipeline could 
affect surface waters. 

Atlantic and DETI would implement their SPCC Plan during construction and restoration of the 
projects.  Sections 4.3.1.7 and 4.3.2.6 outline measures in the SPCC Plan.  Operation of the 
pipeline would not contaminate surface waters. 

WETLANDS   

WET-1 We received several comments that the wetland 
mitigation plans should be provided in the final EIS so an 
informed analysis and determination of wetland impacts 
can be completed.   

Atlantic and DETI submitted their initial applications to the Huntington, Pittsburgh, Norfolk, and 
Wilmington Districts of the USACE in September 2015 and subsequently filed updated applications 
in February 2017.  As stated in section 4.3.3.8, Atlantic and DETI would mitigate for unavoidable 
wetland impacts by complying with the conditions of their pending section 404 and 401 permits.  
Additional mitigation measures that would reduce impacts on wetlands during construction and 
operation are listed in section 4.3.3.5.  We have also recommended that Atlantic and DETI finalize 
and file their wetland mitigation plans prior to construction and provide documentation of USACE 
approval of the plans.  The Commission would not issue a Notice to Proceed with construction until 
applicable USACE approvals are received.   

Section 4.3 identifies the temporary and permanent impacts that would result from construction and 
operation of ACP and SHP.  Although compensatory mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts 
has not been finalized, the USACE would ensure that final mitigation satisfies federal requirements.  
Therefore, we have concluded that wetland impacts would not be significant. 

VEGETATION  

VEG-1 Comments regarding impacts from forest fragmentation, 
including NFS lands.  

Sections 4.5.6 summarizes forest fragmentation impacts that would result from construction and 
operation of ACP and SHP.  Based on our recommendations in the draft EIS and comments 
received, Atlantic and DETI revised their forest fragmentation analysis; we reviewed their analysis 
and agree with the results.  As a result, the acreages of fragmentation have been more accurately 
determined.  In total, ACP and SHP would result in loss of 4,892 acres of interior forest habitat and 
create 30,025 acres of new forest edge habitat extending 300 feet from the edges of construction 
workspace.  Permanent removal of forest habitat for the operation of the ACP and SHP, as well as 
the time that would be needed for wildlife habitat to recover within the temporary right-of-way, would 
be long-term to permanent.  Construction of SHP would not result in forest fragmentation in 
Pennsylvania.   

Forest fragmentation and related edge effects on NFS lands are discussed in section 4.5.9. 

VEG-2 Comments regarding invasive species, including potential 
impacts from invasive species control methods during 
operation (e.g., herbicides, including aerial applications) 
and potential subsequent impacts on waterbodies.  A 

Sections 4.4.4 and 4.5.7 summarize the impacts on vegetation and wildlife habitat that could occur 
if pipeline construction spreads noxious weeds and other invasive species.  As mentioned in 
section 4.4.4, construction of ACP and SHP has the potential to increase the risk of invasive plant 
species within and adjacent to the project area due to the amount of ground disturbance, heavy 
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commentor also expressed concern regarding the survey 
and mitigation for invasive species along the proposed 
access roads.  

equipment use, and potential off-site vectors (i.e., equipment used in other locations).  Atlantic and 
DETI would minimize introducing or spreading invasive species through adherence to federal and 
state-specific regulations, including restrictions for the movement of equipment and vegetation to 
and from counties under state or federal quarantines, and would follow measures outlined within 
their Invasive Plant Species Management Plan (see table 2.3.1-1).  The Invasive Species 
Management Plan provides a table that lists the invasive species identified through field surveys.  
The table identifies where the invasive species were documented, including access roads, the 
species prevalence, and primary and secondary treatment methods for the species.    

Herbicide applications would not be used for normal vegetation maintenance.  Atlantic and DETI 
would use mechanical mowing or cutting along the maintained rights-of-way.  Where infestations 
are identified, Atlantic and DETI would use hand application methods such as backpack spraying 
and hand pulling.  Aerial spraying of herbicides would not be used to control invasive species.  In 
addition, no spraying or mixing would be allowed within 100 feet of any wetland or waterbody, or 
within 300 feet of any identified karst feature, except where allowed by state or federal agencies; 
and spraying for invasive plants would not occur within 25 feet of ESA-listed species.   

In accordance with 18 CFR 380.15(f)(3), herbicides would not be used as a treatment unless 
authorized by the landowner or land managing agency.  Atlantic and DETI would obtain permission 
from landowners or land managing agencies prior to applications of herbicides within the right-of-
way or other work areas. 

VEG-3 Comment regarding impacts on forested vegetation 
(including old growth forests), including NFS lands.  In 
addition, comments related to mitigation for the loss of 
forested vegetation (e.g., replacement plantings). 

As discussed in section 4.4.2, old growth forests are limited in distribution due to past natural 
events and human disturbance.  Old growth varies by forest type, climate, site, conditions, and 
disturbance regime.  The FS has established guidelines for defining old growth that uses age, 
disturbance, basal area, and tree size as criteria for 16 community types.  Old growth forest 
communities may serve as optimal habitat for some species, and provide recreational research, 
educational, and cultural and spiritual value (FS, 1997).   

Databases of old growth stands in the states crossed by ACP and SHP are not currently available; 
therefore, for the purposes of this EIS, the assessment of the miles, acreages, and sizes of trees to 
be cleared within the pipeline construction and permanent rights-of-way is based on a desktop 
analysis using 2015 aerial photography and recent satellite photography.  The results of this 
analysis are provided in more detail in section 4.8.1.1 under Timber Removal.  Atlantic and DETI 
would conduct timber cruises and old growth surveys where requested by the landowner, including 
NFS lands, prior to construction.  Table 4.8.1-6 indicates that 4,914.6 acres of large trees occur 
within the construction workspace (4,503.9 acres within ACP construction workspace and 410.7 
acres within the SHP workspace), and 2,681.7 acres of large trees occur in the permanent right-of-
way (2,495.0 acres within the ACP permanent right-of-way and 186.7 acres within the SHP right-of-
way).  Construction of ACP and SHP would convert mature and/or old growth forests to herbaceous 
habitat, while the balance of the acres would be converted to an early successional condition.  
Section 4.8.1.1 provides further discussion of pre-construction timber cruises, timber removal 
process, and the mitigation measures that would be implemented. 
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VEG-4 General vegetation impacts during construction and 
operation, including loss of vegetation resources.  In 
addition, comments related to restoration practices that 
would reduce impacts on wildlife habitat. 

Section 4.4.3 describes the general impacts and mitigation on vegetation resources.  Construction 
of ACP and SHP would affect 7,508.9 acres of vegetation, including 3,130.6 acres of deciduous 
forest, 415.7 acres of coniferous forest, 2,590.3 acres of mixed forest, 385.1 acres of scrub-shrub, 
225.9 acres of grassland/herbaceous, 4.4 acres of barren land, 699.8 acres of woody wetland, and 
57.0 acres of herbaceous/palustrine emergent wetland.  Operation of ACP and SHP would affect 
3,455.5 acres of vegetation, including 1,388.8 acres of deciduous forest, 199.5 acres of coniferous 
forest, 1,156.4 acres of mixed forest, 175.0 acres of scrub-shrub, 101.0 acres of 
grassland/herbaceous, 3.3 acres of barren land, 392.9 acres of woody wetland, and 38.6 acres of 
herbaceous/palustrine emergent wetland (see EIS table 4.4.3-1).   

Revegetation measures would be implemented in accordance with the construction and restoration 
plans developed by Atlantic and DETI, state erosion control plans, and as required by landowners 
and land managing agencies.  Some areas may require specialized revegetation measures such as 
steep slopes, state and federal lands, pollinator habitat, and areas that include sensitive plant and 
wildlife species.  These areas are discussed throughout the EIS, and referenced in sections 4.4, 
4.5, and 4.7. 

WILDLIFE   

WILD-1 Comments regarding impacts on wildlife species and 
habitat during construction and operation, including NFS 
lands   

Section 4.5.5 describes the general impacts and mitigation on wildlife species and their habitats. 
The impact of ACP and SHP on wildlife species and their habitats would vary depending on the 
habitat requirements of each species and the existing habitat present within the project area.  
Construction of ACP and SHP facilities would affect 7,508.9 acres of wildlife habitat (see table 
4.4.3-1 and appendix Q of the EIS).  About 2,744.7 acres of forested habitat (upland) and 392.9 
acres of woody wetland habitat would be permanently converted and maintained in an early 
successional stage by mowing and periodic tree removal during operational right-of-way 
maintenance.    

Section 4.5.9 describes the general impacts and mitigation on wildlife species and their habitats on 
federal land.  The impacts on wildlife species within the MNF and GWNF would generally be 
consistent with those described in section 4.5.5 for wildlife species in other portions of the ACP 
right-of-way.  On federal lands, Atlantic has committed to including species-specific tree and shrub 
seedlings and/or seed mixes to enhance wildlife habitat for certain RFSS species discussed in 
section 4.7.3 and tables R-1 and R-2 of appendix R.  To expedite the establishment of wildlife 
habitat, Atlantic would replant all ATWS and the outermost portions of the construction right-of-way, 
including 20 feet on the working side and 13 feet on the spoil side, with a combination of indigenous 
tree and shrub seedlings on NFS property per the COM Plan.  The mix of tree and shrub species 
would be determined in consultation with the MNF and GWNF.   

Section 4.5.3.5 discusses potential impacts from facility lighting and measures to reduce impacts.  
Section 4.5.8 discusses potential impacts from noise on wildlife.    

WILD-2 Comments regarding impacts on migratory bird species, 
bald and golden eagles and habitat  

Impacts on migratory bird species, bald and golden eagles, and their habitats, including the 
measures that would be implemented to avoid or minimize these impacts, are discussed in sections 
4.4, 4.5, and 4.7 of the EIS.  Atlantic and DETI developed a Migratory Bird Plan that describes 
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measures that would be implement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts on migratory 
birds, including bald and golden eagles.  The Migratory Bird Plan is consistent with the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA).  

In addition, Atlantic and DETI have developed several plans, in consultation with state and federal 
agencies, that address impacts and mitigation for wildlife species and their habitats.  Some of the 
plans contain sensitive species location information and are not available to the public.  A list of the 
publicly available plans can be found in table 2.3.1-1 of the EIS. 

WILD-3 Comments regarding impacts on the “Allegheny 
Mountains Forest Block Complex” Important Bird Area 

Section 4.5.3 and table 4.5.3-1 have been updated to include the Allegheny Mountains Forest Block 
Complex Important Bird Area. 

AQUATIC RESOURCES  

AQU-1 Comments regarding impacts on aquatic species and 
habitat, including NFS lands. 

Impacts on aquatic species and habitat, including the measures that would be implemented to 
avoid or reduce these impacts, are discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.  Aquatic resources of 
special concern are discussed in section 4.6.2, and aquatic species that are ESA-listed, proposed, 
or under review, FS-managed, or state-listed or special concern are further discussed in section 4.7 
and associated appendices.  Atlantic and DETI would implement the FERC Plan and Procedures at 
waterbody crossings, in addition to state-specific mussel and aquatic species relocation plans, HDD 
Plan, and Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, to reduce impacts on aquatic resources.  Section 
4.6.5 describes aquatic species and habitat that may occur on NFS lands, and the additional 
mitigation measures that would be applied on the MNF and GWNF.  Appendix K provides a list of 
all waterbody crossings and describes the waterbody-specific mitigation measures that would be 
applied, such as TOYR.  We have recommended additional mitigation measures in the “FERC 
Recommended Conditions” column of appendix K.   

AQU-2 Comments regarding impacts on trout species, including 
a request to apply the FS’ recommended measures to all 
trout streams affect by ACP. 

Impacts on trout and trout waters in Virginia and West Virginia are described in section 4.6 and 
appendices R and S.  To reduce impacts on trout waters, Atlantic and DETI have committed to 
adhering to the appropriate state-specific TOYR for in-stream work and water appropriation.  In 
addition, based on our and other agency recommendations in the draft EIS, Atlantic and DETI 
would no longer withdraw water from Big Spring Fork in West Virginia, and have eliminated the 
proposed access road paralleling Laurel Run on the GWNF to further reduce potential impacts on 
trout in these waters.  Section 4.6.5 describes additional measures that would be implemented on 
NFS lands to reduce impacts on trout waters, which would include implementation of the Water 
Quality Monitoring Plan (see section 19 of Atlantic’s COM Plan [EIS appendix G]), and a wider 
vegetation buffer around perennial trout waters on the MNF.  Appendix K of the EIS provides a list 
of all trout waters crossed and describes the waterbody-specific mitigation measures that would be 
applied, such as TOYR.  We have recommended additional mitigation measures in the “FERC 
Recommended Conditions” column of appendix K. 

See also the response to GEN-18. 

AQU-3 Comments regarding impacts from aquatic invasive 
species. 

As discussed in section 4.6.4, Atlantic and DETI would control the potential transport of invasive 
aquatic species through adherence to federal and state-specific regulations for preventing the land 
transport of such species, by primarily utilizing municipal sources for HDDs, hydrostatic testing, and 
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dust control, and, where sourced from surface waters, by discharging hydrostatic test waters into 
well-vegetated upland areas.  It is important to note that Atlantic and DETI conducted mussel 
surveys at all the waterbodies proposed for water withdrawal during 2015 and 2016 and did not 
document zebra mussels at any of these locations.  In section 4.6.4, we also recommend that 
Atlantic and DETI consider voluntarily implementing the recommendations in the Mid-Atlantic Panel 
on Aquatic Invasive Species Field Guide for the prevention of the introduction and spread of aquatic 
species between each waterbody. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES  

SSS-1 Comments regarding impacts on special status species 
and habitat, including NFS lands. 

Section 4.7 discusses special status species (including ESA-listed species), consultations with 
federal and state agencies, survey results, impact analyses for each species potentially found in the 
project area, and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures for each species.  Each 
species occurrence information within the EIS reflects the input of federal and state agencies that 
oversee protections for ESA-listed, state-listed species, and NFS special status species.  Section 
4.7.1 recommends a condition for the construction of the projects to commence only after the 
completion of all outstanding biological surveys and any necessary section 7 consultation with the 
FWS.  FERC and FWS will re-evaluate these ESA-listed species determinations upon receipt of 
pending survey results and proposed conservation measures.  All EIS sections regarding impacts 
on and avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures for all special status species have been 
updated.  

LAND USE, RECREATION, AND VISUAL RESOURCES  

LU-1 Comments regarding the adequacy of our analysis of 
residential impacts. 

Site-specific residential crossing plans were included for public comment in the draft EIS and are 
also included in the final EIS.  The analysis of impacts on residential areas presented in the EIS 
was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements.  The 
EIS is consistent with FERC style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives 
and different types of impacts, including impacts on residential areas. 

LU-2 Comments related to consistency with GWNF and/or 
MNF LRMP. 

Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, allows the use of NFS lands for 
pipelines.  If FERC determines that there is a public need for the pipeline and there is no route that 
could avoid NFS lands, the FS must consider the authorization.  If the project is not consistent with 
the LRMPs, FS regulations at 36 CFR 219.15 provide procedures for resolving inconsistency with 
plan components.  The linear nature of utility infrastructure like pipelines make it difficult for 
proposals to be consistent with all of the components of a Forest Plan.  The FS strives to achieve 
the intent of LRMP standards through project design features or mitigation measures.   If the project 
requires amendments to the LRMPs, as is the case here, then those amendments are part of the 
analysis and decision-making processes for evaluating the project. 

LU-3 Comments related to eminent domain, including those 
who do not agree it should apply for ACP and SHP, and 
commentors who disagree with the legality or fairness of 
the right of eminent domain. 

The legality of eminent domain is outside the scope of this EIS.  Any project that is approved by the 
Commission under section 7 of the NGA conveys the right of eminent domain; this authority is 
specifically spelled out under the NGA for installation and operation of pipelines.  As described in 
section 4.8.2, the right of eminent domain may be granted to a pipeline company under federal 
authority, not state.  More specifically, this right is granted under section 7(h) of the NGA and the 
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procedure set forth under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the right-of-way 
and extra workspace areas.  The use of eminent domain has been addressed by Congress and 
various courts (including the U.S. Supreme Court), which has established the legal parameters of 
use of eminent domain.  It is possible that a future Congress or court decision could result in 
changes to eminent domain law, but until that time the current laws guide and dictate its use. 

If eminent domain is granted and used by a pipeline company, the areas of use are limited to the 
pipeline right-of-way and workspace areas authorized in the Commission’s Order (i.e., those 
identified in the final EIS and codified by the Order).  

Regardless of whether the pipeline easement is obtained voluntarily or via eminent domain, the 
company would still be required to compensate the landowner for the right-of-way and for any 
damages incurred during construction.  In the case of easements obtained via eminent domain, the 
level of compensation would be determined by a court.   

LU-4 Comments related to easement negotiations. As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators must obtain easements from landowners and 
land-managing agencies to construct and operate natural gas facilities, or acquire the land on which 
the facilities would be located.  As such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term 
easements from the landowner and/or land-managing agency to construct and operate the new 
project facilities.  These negotiations are between the landowner and/or land-managing agency and 
Atlantic and DETI, and are not subject to review by the FERC.  Landowners have the opportunity to 
request that site-specific factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.   

If an easement cannot be negotiated with a landowner and the project has been certificated by the 
FERC, the company may use the right of eminent domain granted to it under section 7(h) of the 
NGA and the procedure set forth under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain 
the right-of-way and extra workspace areas.  This would supersede state statutes or designations.  
The company would still be required to compensate the landowner for the right-of-way and for any 
damages incurred during construction.   

LU-5 Commentors concerned about limitations on the use of 
their land during operation of ACP and SHP, and future 
development of their land. 

A pipeline easement would prohibit certain types of uses from occurring within the permanent right-
of-way that could affect the maintenance and safe operation of the pipeline, such as the 
construction of any permanent aboveground structures (e.g., houses, commercial buildings) or 
excavation activities.  However, operation of the pipeline would not affect other types of land uses 
or other activities that do not directly disturb the pipeline or operational right-of-way.  Most land 
uses would be allowed to revert to prior uses following construction. 

Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific factors and/or development plans for 
their property be considered during easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken 
into account.   

LU-6 General opposition to impacts on various land use types, 
recreation, visual resources, etc.  In addition, one 
commentor contends that the ATWS listed in appendix D 

Comment noted.  We note that table 4.8.1-1 provides total impacts of ATWS affected by ACP and 
SHP for each land use type. 
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of the EIS should include the land use type for each 
ATWS listed.   

LU-7 Comments related to impacts from access road use 
during construction and operation of ACP and SHP. 

Section 4.8.1.4 summarizes the impacts on land use associated with proposed access roads and 
methods that would be used to restore temporary access roads following construction.  In response 
to comments on the draft EIS, appendix E, which lists proposed access roads, their location, road 
type, land uses affected, and construction and operation impacts, has been updated to state the 
improvements needed for each access roads. 

LU-8 Impacts from ACP and SHP on agricultural areas, 
including grazing, impacts on organic farming, and 
Agricultural and Forestal Districts. 

Section 4.8.1.1, Agricultural Land, discusses the impacts on agricultural land, including pasture and 
grazing, resulting from construction and operation of the projects.  In accordance with section III.C. 
of the FERC Plan and as stated in their Restoration and Rehabilitation Plan, Atlantic and DETI 
would develop grazing deferment plans with willing landowners, grazing permittees, and land-
managing agencies.  Atlantic and DETI may request that grazing deferments continue while the 
construction right-of-way is restored.  However, pasture land and grazing practices would be 
allowed to continue during project operation. 

Section 4.8.1.1 also discusses impacts on organic farming (including the Pocahontas Organic 
District) and Agricultural and Forest Management Programs, including Agricultural and Forestal 
Districts, that would be affected by construction of the projects. 

LU-9 Comments related to impacts on conservation 
easements. 

Impacts on conservation easements resulting from construction and operation of the projects are 
addressed throughout section 4.8.5.  Atlantic is required to obtain the necessary permits and 
authorizations required to construct and operate the projects.  As discussed in section 4.8.2, 
pipeline operators must obtain easements from landowners and land-managing agencies to 
construct and operate natural gas facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be 
located.  As such, Atlantic and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from conservation 
easement holders to construct and operate the new project facilities on easements.  To the extent 
an agency has regulatory authority and permitting jurisdiction for these features, Atlantic and DETI 
would consult with them and obtain the necessary authorization.   

LU-10 Impacts on forested land, including forest land on NFS 
lands. 

Section 4.8.1.1, Forest Land, discusses the impacts on forest land, including commercial timber 
removal, resulting from construction and operation of the projects.  Section 4.8.9.1 discusses 
impacts on forest land within the National Forests resulting from construction and operation of the 
projects. 

LU-11 Impacts on recreational and special interest areas, 
including on NFS lands.  

Section 4.8.5 discusses the impacts on recreation and special interest areas resulting from 
construction and operation of the projects.  Section 4.8.9 discusses the impacts on recreation and 
special interest areas specific to federal lands.   

LU-12 Comments regarding impacts on residential areas, 
including residential features (septic systems, etc.)   

Section 4.8.3 identifies residences within 50 feet of the construction work areas associated with the 
project, as well as describes Atlantic’s and DETI’s construction methods in residential areas and 
measures to minimize construction-related impacts on all residences located within 50 feet of the 
construction work area, including residential features.  Site-specific residential crossing plans were 
included for public comment in the draft EIS and are also included in the final EIS.   
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FERC analyzes the construction and operation impacts of the project on residences within 50 feet 
of construction work areas in accordance with the regulations at 18 CFR 380.12 (j) (5).   

LU-13 Comments regarding impacts on visual resources (scenic 
byways, landscapes, etc.)  

Section 4.8.8 discusses the exiting visual character of the project area and identifies the projects’ 
impacts on designated visual areas such as national wild, scenic, and recreational rivers; state 
scenic rivers; scenic byways; and other scenic resources.   

LU-14 Comments regarding impacts on visual resources on 
federal lands, including the adequacy of the Visual 
Impact Assessment completed for federal lands  

Section 4.8.9 discusses the designated visual resource areas affected by the project on federal 
lands and the results of a Visual Impact Assessment completed for federal lands. 

LU-15 Commentors object to placing ACP on VOF easements. Most comments were directed to the VOF and its regulations, policies, and decision-making 
authority.  VOF would determine if ACP is compatible with the goal of each easement crossed and 
approve or not approve Atlantic’s permit request.  As discussed in section 4.8.2, pipeline operators 
must obtain easements from landowners and land-managing agencies to construct and operate 
natural gas facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located.  As such, Atlantic 
and DETI would need to acquire long-term easements from the VOF to construct and operate the 
new project facilities on VOF-held easements. It is acknowledged in section 4.8.5.2 that a VOF 
open-space easement limits present and future property development rights, and activities such as 
establishing rights-of-way or other easements require advance notification and/or written approval 
from the VOF (VOF, 2016).  However, these negotiations are between the landowner, VOF, and 
Atlantic, and are not subject to review by the FERC.   

As discussed in section 4.8.2, if an easement cannot be negotiated with a landowner and the 
project has been certificated by the FERC, the company may use the right of eminent domain 
granted to it under section 7(h) of the NGA and the procedure set forth under the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the right-of-way and extra workspace areas.  This would 
supersede state statutes or designations.. 

LU-16 Zoning issues related to the project facilities, including 
commentors who contend that construction operation of 
ACP and SHP would violate various local zoning 
ordinances. 

As noted in section 4.8.4.5, pipeline infrastructure would generally be consistent in areas already 
zoned for industrial development, and most land uses within other zoned areas would be allowed to 
continue during pipeline operation and not conflict with the activities in which an area is zoned.  The 
exception to this would be where permanent structures are proposed over the 50-foot-wide 
permanent easement.   

LU-17 Impacts on planned developments, including Wintergreen 
Resort. 

Section 4.8.4 includes our discussion of potential project impacts on planned developments. 

LU-18 Impacts from unauthorized access to the right-of-way 
during operation, including off-highway vehicle use and 
trespass. 

Section 4.8.1.1 has been revised to include discussion of the measures Atlantic would implement to 
deter unauthorized access to the right-of-way during operation of the projects.  Atlantic would place 
berms across the right-of-way where it intersects an existing road.  While their primary purpose 
would be to control erosion, the berms would deter most vehicle access of the right-of-way.  Atlantic 
would also place large rocks, stumps, limbs, and related material along the right-of-way such that 
they present a physical barrier.  If requested by a landowner, locking gates may be installed along 
the right-of-way in accordance with Atlantic’s specifications to allow for access by maintenance 
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vehicles and equipment.  Also, if requested by the landowner, Atlantic and DETI would place 
warning signs stating that OHV use is prohibited along the pipeline rights-of-way. 

SOCIOECONOMICS  

SOC-1 Comments expressed concern that the draft EIS did not 
adequately assess the effects of the projects on property 
values.  Commentors state that the presence of a 
pipeline and/or a compressor station would negatively 
affect the values of nearby properties.  Some comments 
state that the draft EIS concludes that the project would 
not affect property values, but offers inadequate proof of 
this conclusion.  Other comments noted that local 
Realtors have reportedly found that the project has 
already had a negative impact on potentially affected 
properties. 

Potential impacts on property values are discussed in section 4.9.7 of the EIS.  This section 
provides an overview of existing studies on this issue and discusses potential project-related 
impacts.  Based on FERC staff’s research, our analysis found no conclusive evidence indicating 
that natural gas pipeline easements or compressor stations have a significant negative impact on 
property values in general, although this is not to say that any one property may or may not 
experience an impact on property value for either the short or long term. 

SOC-2 Comments expressed concern that the draft EIS failed to 
assess the potential impact of the ACP on recreation and 
tourism and associated revenues. 

Potential impacts on the local economy and specifically impacts on recreation and tourism are 
discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.  Our analysis concluded that based on the impacts identified 
and Atlantic and DETI’s proposed measures to reduce impacts, the projects would not result in 
significant or adverse impacts on recreational or special interest areas.  As such, and given the 
relative short timeframe for construction, we conclude the projects would not result in significant or 
adverse long-term impacts on tourism.  Potential impacts on public and private recreation resources 
in the project area are assessed in more detail in section 4.8. 

SOC-3 Comments expressed concern that more than 50 percent 
of census tracts within 1 mile of the proposed pipeline 
and project facilities have environmental justice 
populations. 

Section 4.9.9 includes our analysis of impacts on environmental justice communities.  To 
summarize, the construction and operation of the proposed facilities would affect a mix of racial/
ethnic and socioeconomic areas in the ACP and SHP project area as a whole.  Not all impacts 
identified in this EIS are considered to affect minority or low-income populations.  The primary 
adverse impacts on the environmental justice communities associated with the construction of ACP 
and SHP would be the temporary increases in dust, noise, and traffic from project construction.  
These impacts would occur along the entire pipeline route and in areas with a variety of 
socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Atlantic and DETI would implement a series of measures to minimize potential impacts on the 
nearby communities, including environmental justice communities near project facilities.  For 
instance, Atlantic and DETI propose to employ proven construction-related practices to control 
fugitive dust, such as application of water or other commercially available dust control agents on 
unpaved areas subject to frequent vehicle traffic.  Some individuals with extreme sensitivity to 
changes in air quality could be impacted by temporary fugitive dust during construction or air 
emissions from the compressor stations.  However, not all individuals within the identified and 
surrounding environmental justice populations would be impacted.  Similarly, noise control 
measures would be implemented by Atlantic and DETI during construction and operation of the 
projects.   
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Impacts from construction dust would be minor as they would be temporary and localized.  Further, 
Atlantic and DETI would implement measures from their Fugitive Dust Control and Mitigation Plan 
to limit fugitive dust emissions.  In addition, impacts from compressor station emissions would be 
moderate because, while they would be permanent facilities, air emissions would not exceed 
regulatory permittable levels.  As a result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
environmental justice populations as result of impacts on air quality would be expected as a result 
of ACP and SHP.  Also, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice 
populations as a result of impacts on other resources would be expected. 

SOC-4 Concern was expressed that pipeline construction and 
maintenance costs would result in an increase in the cost 
of natural gas/utilities to the end consumer. 

The purpose and need for the projects is described in section 1.1 of the EIS.  This section 
summarizes Atlantic and DETI’s stated objectives, which include serving the energy needs of public 
utilities and local distribution companies in Virginia and North Carolina; providing natural gas for 
direct residential, commercial, and industrial uses; increasing the reliability and security of natural 
gas supplies in Virginia and North Carolina; and providing access to a low cost supply hub. 

In general, natural gas prices are mainly a function of market supply and demand.  It is beyond the 
scope of this EIS to assess the potential change in the future price of natural gas due to changing 
demand and the exact future price of natural gas to the consumer is unknown.  How any savings 
are allocated or passed on to consumers is more appropriately addressed through the state public 
utilities commission or applicable agency with jurisdiction over the local distribution agency. 

SOC-5 Comments expressed concern that the draft EIS failed to 
consider economic impacts on individual businesses, 
including impacts on Yogaville and the Satchidananda 
Ashram.  In addition, comments contend that the 
presence of the pipeline would result in cancellation of 
planned business developments. 

Section 4.9.8 includes our analysis of impacts on the local economy.  We acknowledge that 
businesses may be directly and indirectly impacted by the projects; however, overall, the economic 
effects resulting from construction of ACP and SHP would be beneficial at the state, local, and 
county levels in the form of increased sales and payroll taxes.  In the short-term, the projects would 
create economic stimulus to the affected areas via payroll and materials expenditures and sales 
taxes.  Atlantic and DETI would purchase goods, materials, and services locally when possible.  
Workers on both projects would also most likely spend a portion of their pay in local communities 
on items such as housing, food, automobile expenses, entertainment, and miscellaneous other 
items.  Construction activities would be short-term and localized.  Potential impacts on local 
businesses would be reduced to the extent possible by proposed mitigations.   

Impacts on Yogaville and the Satchidananda Ashram are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.  
Yogaville is located over 4 miles from the proposed Compressor Station 2; and the Light of Truth 
Universal Shrine at Yogaville is located 1 mile from the proposed ACP route alignment and over 1 
mile from the nearest proposed HDD location.  We believe that the project locations are sufficiently 
distant from the Yogaville properties so that people enjoying the peaceful and serene environment 
would not be disturbed by project construction or operation.  Therefore, we conclude no direct or 
indirect impacts on tourism and visitation to Yogaville would result from construction and operation 
of the projects. 

SOC-6 Comments expressed concern that the positive economic 
impacts of the projects were overstated and would not 
outweigh the negative social and economic impacts.  
Further, concern was expressed that neither negative 

Potential impacts on the local economy are discussed in detail in section 4.9.8 of the EIS.  Impacts 
are based on direct project-related estimates developed by the project proponents regarding 
employment and spending.  Construction of ACP would have a beneficial, short-term impact on 
employment, local goods and service providers, and state governments in the form of sales tax 
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economic impacts nor impacts on ecosystem services 
were not adequately considered in the EIS. 

revenues.  Additionally, payroll taxes would be collected from workers employed on ACP, resulting 
in additional beneficial, short-term effects.  In the short-term, the projects would create economic 
stimulus to the affected areas via payroll and materials expenditures and sales taxes.  Atlantic and 
DETI would purchase goods, materials, and services locally when possible.  Workers on both 
projects would also most likely spend a portion of their pay in local communities on items such as 
housing, food, automobile expenses, entertainment, and miscellaneous other items.  During 
operations, local communities in the project area would benefit from the annual property taxes that 
would be paid by Atlantic and DETI over the life of the projects.   

Potential adverse impacts on environment resources are not quantified in monetary terms in the 
EIS, but are discussed and evaluated in detail in their respective sections. 

SOC-7 Comments expressed concern that local traffic would be 
impacted during construction including traffic congestion, 
traffic delays, general increase of traffic on local roads.   

As discussed in revised section 4.9.6, ACP and SHP may temporarily impact transportation and 
traffic during construction across and within roadways and from an increase in vehicle traffic 
associated with the commuting of the construction workforce to the project area and the movement 
of construction vehicles and delivery of equipment and materials to the construction work areas.  
Construction activities in the ACP and SHP study area would result in temporary effects on local 
transportation infrastructure and vehicle traffic, including disruptions from increased transportation 
of construction equipment, materials, and workforce; disruptions from construction of pipeline 
facilities at or across existing roads; and damage to local roads caused by heavy machinery and 
materials.   

To mitigate impacts on local traffic, Atlantic and DETI would prepare spread-specific traffic and 
transportation management plans for managing vehicle traffic during construction of the projects – 
considering peak travel times, emergency services, and residential traffic. 

SOC-8 Comments expressed concern that construction related 
traffic, particularly the transport of heavy loads on local 
roads would cause physical impacts such as degradation 
of existing conditions and severe damage to roads in the 
project areas.  

As discussed in section 4.9.6, construction activities in the ACP and SHP study area would result in 
temporary effects on local transportation infrastructure and vehicle traffic, including damage to local 
roads caused by heavy machinery and materials.  Atlantic and DETI would coordinate with state 
and local departments of transportation and land-managing agencies to obtain the required permits 
to operate trucks on public roads.  Atlantic and DETI would also coordinate with landowners and 
tenants in the areas where local, private roadways may be impacted during construction.  Atlantic 
and DETI would coordinate with appropriate transportation authorities to assess the need for road 
repair after construction of the projects. 

Atlantic and DETI would be responsible for restoring roads in accordance with permit conditions 
and as requested by landowners or agencies, and would periodically inspect roads near crossings 
and make repairs as necessary to damages caused by construction activities.   

SOC-9 Comments expressed concern regarding the proximity of 
the proposed pipeline to schools and other 
socioeconomic sensitive areas. 

As discussed in section 4.12, Atlantic and DETI would construct, operate, maintain, and inspect the 
proposed facilities to meet or exceed DOT’s PHMSA’s safety requirements, which have pipeline 
design requirements that are dependent on the population levels and facilities crossed. 

SOC-10 Comments expressed concern regarding the health 
impacts on an environmental justice community within 1-

In addition to the response to SOC-3, due to the number of comments we received regarding 
environmental justice and specifically impacts resulting from increased noise and air emissions at 
the proposed Compressor Station 2, we expanded our discussion of the potential for the risk of 
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mile of proposed Compressor Station 2 resulting from 
increased noise and air emissions at the site. 

impacts on fall disproportionately on environmental justice communities.  The expanded analysis 
can be found in detail in section 4.9.9.  Our analysis concluded that due to construction dust and 
compressor station emissions, African American populations near the proposed compressor 
stations could experience disproportionate impacts due to their susceptibility to asthma.  Impacts 
from construction dust would be minor as they would be temporary and localized.  Further, Atlantic 
and DETI would implement measures from their Fugitive Dust Control and Mitigation Plan to limit 
fugitive dust emissions.  In addition, impacts from compressor station emissions would be moderate 
because, while they would be permanent facilities, air emissions would not exceed regulatory 
permittable levels.  As a result, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental 
justice populations as result of impacts on air quality, including impacts associated with the 
proposed Compressor Station 2, would be expected as a result of ACP. 

SOC-11 Tourism and economic impacts on the Wintergreen 
Resort. 

Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.8 included our discussion of potential impacts on the Wintergreen Resort. 

SOC-12 Concerns regarding the amount of waste that would be 
generated during construction, and waste disposal in 
Randolph County, West Virginia, which does not have a 
landfill. 

Atlantic and DETI would be required to follow our Plan and Procedures, as well as all federal, state, 
and local requirements in relation to the handling and disposal of construction waste. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES  

CULT-1 Comments related to the adequacy of cultural resources 
surveys, including concerns regarding the qualifications 
of surveyors. 

Cultural resources surveys for the projects are being conducted according to federal standards and 
state guidelines, as introduced in section 4.10.1 and discussed throughout the EIS. 

CULT-2 Impacts on historic districts and battlefields. There are six historic districts and eight Civil War battlefields in the project APE.  Atlantic and DETI 
are consulting with the respective SHPOs regarding survey, evaluation, and assessment of effects 
to these property types.  Atlantic conducted systematic metal detector surveys of battlefields in 
Virginia, as requested by the VDHR.  In an April 11, 2017 filing, we asked Atlantic to provide an 
update on survey and effect assessments to historic districts and Civil War battlefields.  Section 
4.10.1.1 of the EIS has been updated with the latest findings and comments regarding this property 
type. 

CULT-3 Impacts on cultural resources sites and cemeteries, 
including concerns that the section 106 process has not 
been completed and will not be completed when the final 
EIS is issued.  Commentors also expressed concern that 
the cultural resources survey results were filed as 
privileged and confidential, which prevented the public 
from reviewing and commenting on the materials. 

Atlantic and DETI are conducting cultural resource surveys to assist us to identify properties that 
are eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP, and to assess the projects effects to such 
properties, following section 106 of the NHPA.  Several factors, such as the lack of access to 
survey areas, and the large number of sites recorded, have delayed the section 106 process.  
Section 304 of the NHPA states that federal agencies will withhold from disclosure to the public 
“information about the location, character, or ownership of historic resources” if such information will 
put the resource at risk.  In following this law and the enacting regulations at 36 CFR 800.6, we 
treat this information as privileged and do not distribute it to the public.  Consulting tribes, 
cooperating agencies, and consulting parties can be granted access to the privileged information.  
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Atlantic and DETI are assisting other parties with contacting the respective SHPOs and arranging to 
view privileged information after signing a confidentiality agreement.   

With regard to cemeteries, Atlantic and DETI would prepare detailed treatment plans for each 
cemetery in the project APE.  We also list cemetery treatment plans as pending documents in 
section 4.10.7 of the EIS.  The respective SHPOs have also requested cemetery treatment plans. 

CULT-4 We received numerous comments on possible impacts 
on Yogaville, which has been recommended as 
potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP by the review 
board of the VDHR.  Concerns center around potential 
adverse effects to the historic setting and feel of the 
property. 

The inventory of contributing elements to the Yogaville historic district is not complete, and the 
VDHR has not commented on its boundaries.  Section 4.10.1.1 includes our discussion of cultural 
resources impacts on the Yogaville historic district.   

CULT-5 Comments regarding the adequacy of Native American 
consultations, including with state-recognized tribes.  One 
commentor also identified the Mingo Indians as missing 
from the list of EIS recipients included in appendix A of 
the EIS.  

FERC conducted government to government consultation with the federally recognized American 
Indian tribes that identify ancestral homelands within the project area.  Tribes from North Carolina 
requested consultation and field surveys to identify traditional natural resources along the project 
route, and further to include them as contacts in the event of the discovery of archaeological sites 
or human remains during ground-disturbing project activity.  In an April 11, 2017 filing, we asked 
Atlantic to consult with the Lumbee Indian Nation, the Coharie Tribal Council, and the Haliwa-
Saponi Tribe regarding potentially significant tribal sites in the project area. The EIS also directs 
Atlantic and DETI to address these tribal questions; see updates to sections 4.10.4 and 4.10.7 of 
the EIS. 

The Pamunkey Tribe achieved federally recognized status during the pre-filing phase of the 
projects.  The Pamunkey Tribe contacted us and we added them to our list of government to 
government consulting tribes and asked Atlantic to provide them with survey reports.  

Regarding the Mingo Indians, “Mingo” is a general term derived from the Algonquian word mingwe.  
Europeans used the term for members of the Iroquois Nation tribes such as the Seneca and 
Cayuga.  These tribes moved westward to the Ohio Valley and eventually were forced onto 
reservations in Oklahoma.  We consulted with the Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma, and several 
other Iroquois Nation tribes. 

CULT-6 Comments related to parties requesting consulting party 
status. 

Numerous organizations and individuals requested consulting party status for the projects.  After 
consideration of the regulations, we invited the Nelson County Board of Supervisors to be a 
consulting party.  We asked Atlantic and DETI to assist interested parties with contacting the 
respective SHPOs and arranging to view survey reports and other privileged documents after 
signing a confidentiality agreement (see EIS section 4.10.3). 

CULT-7 Impacts near Union Hill and the Buckingham Compressor 
Station (Compressor Station 2). 

Comments regarding cultural resources and the construction of Compressor Station 2 have been 
focused on possible impacts on the community’s cultural attachment to the landscape.  We asked 
Atlantic to file a historic architectural survey report of Compressor Station 2.  Atlantic’s report, filed 
May 26, 2017, finds that five properties are within the visual APE; all non-farming houses and 
outbuildings on widely space lots.  The landscape does not currently reflect the built environment of 
a late nineteenth/early twentieth century farming community.  The lush vegetation and rolling 
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landscape should largely obscure the compressor station and maintain the existing setting, and the 
community’s relation to the natural and cultural environs should not be significantly impacted (see 
discussion in section 4.10.3 of the EIS). 

AIR QUALITY  

AIR-1 General air quality concerns. Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality. 

AIR-2 General comments regarding potential impacts on human 
health. 

Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality, including construction, operation, and fugitive 
pipeline emissions.  We conclude that the impacts from the pipelines and new and modified 
compressor stations, when combined with the existing background levels, would comply with the 
NAAQS, which were established by the EPA to be protective of public welfare and human health, 
including children, the elderly, and sensitive populations, and would not result in a significant impact 
on air quality. 

AIR-3 Comments related to air quality impacts on wildlife and 
livestock. 

Section 4.11.1 includes our analysis on air quality.  We conclude that the air quality impacts from 
ACP and SHP, when combined with the existing background levels, would comply with the NAAQS, 
which contains "secondary standards" to protect public welfare, including animals and wildlife, and 
the environment. 

AIR-4 Comments related to conducting a Health Impact 
Assessment, as well as comments that our Health Impact 
Assessment was inadequate. 

As stated in section 4.11.1.3 states, while some commentors requested an Health Impact 
Assessment, we declined to do so because, based on modeling results for each compressor 
station, the impacts from the new compressor facilities, when combined with the existing 
background levels, would remain in compliance with the NAAQS, which were established by the 
EPA to be protective of human health, including children, the elderly, and sensitive populations.  
Regarding the “inadequacy of FERC's Health Impact Assessment,” FERC staff did not conduct a 
Health Impact Assessment as part this project.  Further, the data provided in section 4.11.1 
regarding the NAAQS and federal permitting programs, and their applicability to the ACP and SHP, 
have been derived from government sources, specifically the EPA, and state agencies enforcing 
federal regulations. 

AIR-5 Potential impacts from blowdown emissions of methane 
blowdown frequency, both planned and unplanned. 

Unplanned emergency station blowdowns are rare.  Atlantic conservatively estimated 100 start-up/
shutdown events for ACP, which require blowdowns.  These planned blowdown events typically 
take place for maintenance activities and can last for up to 5 minutes.  Table 4.11.1-7 includes 
blowdown emission estimates for each station.  Emissions from blowdowns include 24.4 tpy of 
VOCs, 844 tpy of methane, 1.4 tpy of HAPs, and 21,124 tpy of CO2e.  Our climate change analysis 
is included in section 4.13.3.12, which details impacts related to greenhouse gas (e.g., methane) 
emissions. 

AIR-6 Comments regarding the possible release of carcinogenic 
pollutants. 

HAPs, which include carcinogens, are regulated by the EPA and would be emitted in small 
quantities from compressor stations; however, the ACP stations would be minor sources of HAP 
emissions.  See EIS section 4.11.1 for additional discussion on HAPs. 

AIR-7 Impacts from radon in natural gas. Section 4.11.4 addresses radon exposure and finds that naturally occurring radon levels in natural 
gas sourced from the Marcellus Shale region would be below EPA recommended indoor levels. 
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AIR-8 Comments related to toxic fumes from compressor 
stations. 

As discussed in section 4.11.1.3, modeling results for operation of each ACP and SHP compressor 
station, when included with background levels, would be below the NAAQS.   

AIR-9 Commentors contend ACP compressor stations would be 
major source emitters. 

This is factually incorrect.  As discussed in EIS section 4.11.1.2, the compressor stations 
associated with ACP would be minor sources of emissions under Title V and Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. 

AIR-10 Potential leaks of hazardous air pollutants/liquids and 
carcinogens into drinking water. 

Atlantic and DETI would implement their SPCC Plans to minimize the impact of any potential spills.  
Combustion emissions would be vented through a stack and would disperse in air.   

AIR-11 Commentors contend Chesapeake, Virginia (23323) 
suffers from highly toxic air (per Sierra Club report). 

As discussed in section 4.11.1.3, modeling results for operation of each ACP compressor station, 
when included with background levels, would be below the NAAQS. 

AIR-12 Potential for a catastrophic event to result in air pollution. In the rare event of a pipeline incident, Atlantic and DETI would implement their respective 
emergency response plans.  Air quality could potentially be temporarily impacted; however, the 
likelihood of such an event is low (see also the response to SAFE-1). 

AIR-13 Comments requesting that we analyze/consider 
emissions-free sources. 

Section 3 of the EIS includes our analysis of alternatives to ACP and SHP, including emissions-free 
sources. 

NOISE   

NOISE-1 General compressor station noise concerns. Section 4.11.2 includes our analysis of noise impacts. 

NOISE-2 Potential vibration and low frequency noise impacts on 
humans and wildlife. 

Through FERC’s dispute resolution service helpline, we are aware that induced vibration, or a low 
frequency sound from pipelines, has occurred at a limited number of natural gas facilities in the 
over 300,000 miles of transmission pipeline in the United States.  However, we are unaware of 
wide-scale cases of low frequency noise from natural gas transmission pipelines.  With hundreds of 
thousands of residents near natural gas pipelines, we have seen no system evidence that natural 
gas pipelines are inducing noise effects on the local population.  This appears to be an isolated 
issue that continues to be addressed through the dispute resolution service and landowner helpline.  

NOISE-3 Comments regarding construction noise impacts, 
including impacts on children. 

Section 4.11.2.2 includes our analysis on construction noise impacts and mitigation.  While there 
are no federal noise requirements for construction, which would generally occur during daylight 
hours, Atlantic and DETI would implement mitigation measures described in section 4.11.2 to limit 
construction noise impacts. 

NOISE-4 Noise impacts from fracked drilling. ACP and SHP would not involve fracking.  Section 4.11.2 includes our analysis of noise. 

NOISE-5 Noise receptors missing from analysis. Comment noted and addressed. 

NOISE-6 Buckingham Compressor Station size increase would 
increase noise (Yogaville, Union Hill area). 

The estimated noise levels from Compressor Station 2 are provided in table 4.11.2-4, and indicate 
that the noise would be below 3 dBA, which is the threshold of noise perception for humans. 

NOISE-7 Impacts from operation of the pipelines, including 
blowdown noise. 

Operational noise impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.11.2.2.  As stated in section 
4.11.2.2, the unit blowdown silencers for the ACP compressor stations would be designed to limit 
blowdown noise to a maximum A-weighted sound level of 60 dBA at 50 feet.  Unplanned 
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blowdowns are rare and would occur in the event of an emergency.  These unsilenced blowdowns 
would produce a noise level of 100 dBA at 1,000 feet away. 

RELIABILITY AND SAFETY  

SAFE-1 Commentors expressed concern regarding potential 
incidents along the pipeline, including impacts of a leak of 
natural gas and subsequent ignition on nearby 
residences; concerns about residences within the “blast 
zone;” and the general likelihood of a pipeline incident, 
including from nearby controlled burns. 

Sections 4.12.2 and 4.12.3 of the EIS address the historic incident data for natural gas transmission 
pipelines, including injuries and fatalities.  We acknowledge the very small potential risk associated 
with operation of ACP and SHP, as discussed in section 4.12.3.  However, the data, as presented 
in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable 
means of energy transportation. 

SAFE-2 Comments related to terrorism and potential attacks on 
the pipeline and aboveground facilities. 

Issues related to terrorism and its potential effects on the proposed projects are addressed in 
section 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

SAFE-3 Several commentors expressed concern regarding the 
potential for residences or residential areas to be isolated 
in the event of a pipeline incident due to the pipeline 
crossing roads or driveways that provide single-access 
ingress to and egress from the residents.  Commentors 
contend that if the pipeline were to rupture at a road 
crossing, the residents would be unable to evacuate, and 
emergency response officials would be unable to access 
the residents. 

Section 4.12.1 has been revised with additional discussion of Atlantic’s coordination with local 
emergency response providers and the development of its Operational Emergency Response 
Plans, which would address evacuation requirements in the event of an incident along the pipeline. 

SAFE-4 Concerns regarding coordination with local emergency 
response providers, and the ability of local emergency 
response providers to respond to an incident during 
operation of the projects. 

Section 4.9.4 describes the effects that the projects could have to local services (including 
emergency services). 

As described in section 4.12.1, DOT regulations require that Atlantic and DETI establish and 
maintain a liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials and to coordinate mutual 
assistance and ensure that these services have the equipment and training necessary to respond 
to any emergencies related to ACP and SHP.  Atlantic and DETI would communicate with 
emergency responders on an annual basis.  Atlantic and DETI would also establish a continuing 
education program to enable customers, the public, government officials, and those engaged in 
excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate public 
officials. 

SAFE-5 Commentors asked who would be responsible for funding 
any necessary additional emergency services. 

Section 4.9.4 of the EIS describes the effects that ACP and SHP could have to local services 
(including emergency services).  Section 4.12.1 describes the coordination Atlantic and DETI would 
be required to complete with local emergency response providers (such as fire and police 
departments) to ensure that the projects do not adversely affect these emergency services’ ability 
to serve their communities.  These safety standards, specified in 49 CFR 192, require that each 
operator establish and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials to learn the 
resources and responsibilities of each organization that may respond to a natural gas pipeline 
emergency, and to coordinate mutual assistance in responding to emergencies.  The operator must 
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also establish a continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government 
officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline emergency and 
report it to appropriate public officials. 

SAFE-6 Commentors expressed concern that the pipeline could 
not be safely constructed and operated in areas of steep 
slopes, and that a landslide could damage the pipeline, 
resulting in a rupture. 

Section 4.1.4.2 includes a discussion of the potential for landslide activity to damage ACP or SHP 
facilities.   

SAFE-7 Commentors asked for more information on how High 
Consequence Areas (HCAs) and Class location 
designations are determined, or identified areas that they 
contend should be considered an HCA. 

As described in section 4.12.1, area classifications are based on population density in the vicinity of 
pipeline facilities, and specifies more rigorous safety requirements for populated areas.  In addition, 
the list of HCAs included in section 4.12.1 of the EIS follows the DOT rules that define a HCA as an 
area where a natural gas pipeline accident could do considerable harm to people and their property 
and requires an integrity management program to minimize the potential for an accident.  This 
definition satisfies, in part, the Congressional mandate for DOT to prescribe standards that 
establish criteria for identifying each natural gas pipeline facility in a high-density population area.  
We do not have the authority to require pipe thicknesses beyond what the DOT requires.  Per DOT 
regulations, Atlantic and DETI would be required to design and construct the pipeline based on 
identified area classifications and HCAs at the time of construction.  If a subsequent increase in 
population density adjacent to the right-of-way results in a change in class location for the pipeline, 
Atlantic and DETI would reduce the maximum allowable operating pressure or replace the segment 
with pipe of sufficient grade and wall thickness, if required to comply with DOT requirements for the 
new class location. 

SAFE-8 We received several comments regarding the pipeline 
safety specifications (e.g., pipe wall thickness, depth of 
cover, the location of valves) in rural areas (e.g., Class 3 
and 4 areas), as well as along the entire project.  
Commentors also contend the safety standards are lower 
in rural areas, resulting in thinner-walled pipe and 
reduced safety. 

The thickness of the pipeline and the location of shutoff valves is determined by the DOT Minimum 
Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192.  We do not have the authority to require pipe thicknesses 
beyond what the DOT requires.  See also the response to SAFE-7. 

SAFE-9 Commentors contend that the rate of pipeline leaks and 
incidents is increasing, and the majority of recent pipeline 
incidents have occurred on pipe that was installed within 
the recent past (e.g., after 2010). 

There is no evidence to support this claim.  Nationwide natural gas transmission pipeline incident 
statistics show that there are about 3.57 incidents per 10,000 miles of pipeline.  Sections 4.12.2 and 
4.12.3 of the EIS address the historic incident data for natural gas transmission pipelines, including 
injuries and fatalities.  The data, as presented in the EIS, demonstrate that natural gas transmission 
pipelines continue to be a safe and reliable means of energy transportation. 

SAFE-10 Commentors asked how ACP and SHP would be 
monitored and inspected during operation, and 
expressed concern regarding the DOT’s ability to provide 
oversight to ensure safety during operation. 

Section 2.6 of the EIS describes the operational and inspection efforts that would be implemented 
for ACP and SHP.  The proposed projects would be monitored continuously, and would be held to 
the required safety standards (as described in section 4.12.1 of the EIS) throughout its operational 
life.  The DOT is the federal agency charged with oversight of the operation of natural gas pipelines.  
The FERC review process is not the appropriate forum to resolve pipeline operational oversight 
concerns. 
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SAFE-11 Comment that low points along the proposed route (e.g., 
valleys) could result in moisture collecting inside the pipe, 
which would result in internal corrosion. 

As discussed in section 2.6.1, ACP and SHP would include a cathodic protection system, which 
helps prevent corrosion of underground pipeline facilities.  This system would be inspected 
periodically to ensure that it is functioning properly.  Atlantic’s and DETI’s management staffs would 
be notified by its inspectors of any conditions that need attention and corrective measures would be 
performed as needed.  In addition, pigs would be regularly sent through the pipeline to check for 
corrosion and irregularities in accordance with DOT requirements.  Atlantic and DETI would be 
required to keep detailed records of all inspections and supplement the corrosion protection system 
as necessary to meet the requirements of 49 CFR 192.  In addition, as discussed in section 4.12.1, 
the proposed projects would be monitored continuously, and would be held to the required safety 
standards throughout its operational life.  The DOT is the federal agency charged with oversight of 
the operation of natural gas pipelines.   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

CI-1 Adequacy of cumulative impacts analysis, including 
impacts of the projects on climate change and 
greenhouse gases (GHG). 

Sections 4.11.1 and 4.13.3.12 include our analyses of GHG emissions and climate change, 
including cumulative impacts and end use emissions. 

CI-2 Impacts associated with hydraulic fracturing (aka, 
fracking). 

ACP and SHP would not involve fracking.   

CI-3 Comments requesting analysis of lifecycle greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

Section 4.13.3.12 provides the Commission’s position on lifecycle analyses. 

CI-4 Review and include ACP GHG report from Oil Change 
International. 

Section 4.13.3.12 includes our analysis of climate change.  We utilized data and methodologies as 
established by the EPA, which is tasked with, among other things, setting regulations for GHG.  Air 
quality permits required for the ACP must comply with these calculation methods and standards 
and have done so.  While we appreciate the Oil Change International study, assumptions used in 
the document are not in line with those established by federal agencies, and assumptions were 
made that may not reflect operational scenarios for ACP.  The study also erroneously implies that 
FERC assumes that the project would not impact natural gas consumption, ignoring the fact that 
the EIS discloses GHG emissions from downstream use (combustion) as an indirect impact of the 
project.  Consideration of the Oil Change International study does not change the conclusions in the 
EIS. 

CI-5 Potential for the project to double Virginia’s carbon 
emissions.  In addition, commentors contend our GHG 
calculation methods (per Oil Change International) are 
inadequate. 

We disagree.  According to the EIA’s Energy-Related Carbon Dioxide Emissions at the State Level, 
2000-2014 (released January 2017), the state of Virginia emitted 104 million metric tonnes of 
energy-related carbon dioxide emissions in 2014, the EIA’s most recent record.  This is far above 
the estimated total GHG emissions for the ACP and SHP.  In fact, according to the same EIA 
report, Virginia’s 2014 levels are 15.5 percent below its CO2 emissions in the year 2000. 

CI-6 Potential for the project to exacerbate global warming. Section 4.13.3.12 includes our analyses on air quality and climate change. 

CI-7 Commentors stating the country should decrease carbon 
emissions. 

Section 3 includes our analysis of alternatives, including a discussion of emissions-free sources. 
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